
















































Figure 1—Newly constructed drainage canal 
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Channels, and land treatment.  The maximum difference was between flatland 
generalists and upland water people on expanded expenditures for structures 
(about 39 vs 85).  The differences in the four other categories ranged from 
about 28 to 34 percentage points. 

Water people, since they are mostly farmers, are more interested in categories 
that improve the soil and provide flood protection/drainage.  Their percentages 
favoring increased expenditures for land treatment and channels are higher than 
those of the generalists; those of upland water people are also higher for 
structures and irrigation. 

Table 8—Percentages of respondents favoring increased expenditures for 
water resource development categories, by study groups 

Category 
¡Ranking 
[order ll 

;  All   ; 
1respondents 1 

Generalists 1   Water people 

Flatland : Upland : Flatland : Upland 

Percent - 

73.5 Land treatment . 2 81.2 77.3 90.9 88.2 

Channels      i 1 76.9 72.7 73.5 75.8 88.2 

Water supply  ! 4 76.9 65.9 87.8 60.6 91.2 

Pollution     : 
control      : 6 76.1 69.8 83.5 60.6 88.2 

Land-based    : 
recreation   : 7 70.6 73.7 73.5 •72.7 58.8 

Water-based 
recreation   : 5 70.0 75.0 65.3 75.8 61.8 

Irrigation    : 9 59.4 54.6 57.1 48.5 76.5 

Reforestation  : 8 58.1 59.1 71.4 30.3 64.7 

Structures    : 3 58.1 38.6 61.2 51.5 85.3 

1/ From table 7. 

The relatively low percentage of respondents desiring increased expenditures 
for structures suggests that the structures in place are adequate and need 
only be maintained.  Three of the four flatland watersheds recorded the lowest 
percentages for expanded expenditure levels for structures.  The structures 
in these areas would be levees.  The present levee system appears adequate 
and may need only to be maintained.  Responses from the upland watersheds 
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indicated greater interest in more expenditures for structures (reservoirs) 
than responses from the flatland watersheds.  This is logical, since additional 
water storage capacity may further reduce flooding, provide more recreation 
opportunities, and supply more water for domestic/irrigation use. 

A value of 1 in table 9 indicates the highest percentage(s) of respondents 
favoring expanded expenditure levels for the listed water resource development 
categories.  A value of 2 indicates the second highest percentage(s).  These 
percentages suggest the highest priority water resource problems in the 
respective watersheds. 

Land treatment is viewed as a high-priority problem in all four flatland water- 
sheds and in only one of the upland watersheds.  This may reflect the greater 
impQrtance of agriculture in flatland watersheds.  Priorities are also relative 
to other needs, such as water supply, in two of the upland watersheds.  Pollu- 
tion control appears to be of greater concern in those watersheds having more 
nonfarm industry than in the other watersheds.  Additional water recreation 
facilities are favored in two of the flatland watersheds. 

Government and Private Involvement in Water Resource Development Categories 

Respondents were asked who ought to finance or perform the various water 
resource services or programs.  The Federal Government received the highest 
percentage of responses for channels, structures, and pollution control; 
private agencies for land treatment and irrigation; local government for water 
supply; and the State government for land- and water-based recreation.  Most 
of the respondents indicated more than one agency should be involved in each 
of the resource development categories.  Thus, the percentages total consid- 
erably more than 100.  Among the four respondent groups, there was nearly 
complete agreement on the involvement of private agencies and the three levels 
of government for water resource development. 

The responses favored Federal involvement in constructing channels and struc- 
tures.  Irrigation was considered the responsibility of the private sector. 
Land treatment was viewed as the prime responsibility of the private sector, 
but with a strong Federal support.  Responsibility for reforestation was about 
equally divided among private. State, and Federal sectors. iLand- and water- 
based recreation was considered a State leadership function, with strong 
Federal support.  Water supply was considered the responsibility of local 
government, with strong Federal support.  Pollution control was considered a 
local-State-Federal task, with the Federal Government taking the lead role. 

Respondents' Opinions of the Small Watershed Program 

At its inception, the Small Watershed Program offered communities a fairly 
speedy means of accomplishing resource development goals.  Those areas with 
alert leaders who helped in the early planning were generally successful in 
getting projects planned, initiated, and constructed. 

The program has been quite popular among local sponsors.  Correction of early 
mistakes contributed to improvements in later projects.  The popularity of 
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Table 9—Respondents'   rankings of high-priority water resource problems  in study watersheds  1/ 

to 
O 

Watershed 
Land   \ 

'' treatment \ Channels 
1Water 
\supply 

Pollution=Land-based- W^^er-  :         : 
control =recreation= ^^^^^       : Irrigation: 

:         : recreation:         : 
Structures 

Flatland watersheds: 
Beaver Dam Bayou 1 1 

Buck Island Bayou :   1 1 1 

Caney Bayou 1 1 

South Tensas :   1 1 

Upland watersheds: 
Caney Creek 1 1 

Fourche Maline 
Creek :   2 1 2 

West Fork Point 
Remove Creek 1 2 

West Hatchie 
Creek 1 1 1 

Ij    Reforestation failed to receive a ranking of 1 or 2 in any of the watersheds. 

Source:  Appendix table 23. 



the program has helped shorten the length of time needed to move a project 
through the many phases from inception to completion.  As more projects were 
planned, the level of available funds did not keep pace, and there is now a 
substantial backlog of pending projects.  About 300 project plans were in 
various stages of development at the end of fiscal year 1974. 

Construction costs have recently increased more rapidly than benefits.  Envi- 
ronmental issues have stalled some projects and increased the time between 
planning and construction for others.  However, the program will receive new 
emphasis if the Federal and State pollution control regulations, as finally 
established, include a significant reduction in sediment loads to streams and 
reservoirs. 

Local governments often have difficiiLty acquiring easements and rights-of-way. 
They are reluctant to use legal rights to obtain the necessary land.  The 
program's early emphasis on the donation by owners of land for reservoir sites 
and rights-of-way may explain some of this reluctance.  Zoning should be con- 
sidered as a means of reserving reservoir sites.  Outright purchase of whole 
tracts and the subsequent resale of land not needed for the project is another 
means of facilitating project development.  This procedure may be especially 
attractive if recreational/home sites are, or become, feasible on land sur- 
rounding the reservoirs.  Sale of such land might balance the cost of the 
easements and rights-of-way. 

Strong Points 

The community leaders' opinions on the strong points of the watershed projects 
were largely as expected.  Drainage was mentioned 96 times, flood control 78 
times, recreation opportunities 26 times, and water supply 7 times.  Erosion 
control and reclamation each received five votes and three other categories 
received one vote each. 

The characteristics of the watersheds in the study are indicated by the number 
of replies about the projects' strong points.  The four watersheds receiving 
the most responses for drainage are the flatland watersheds; the four receiving 
the most responses for flood control are the upland watersheds.  The replies 
show drainage was also provided in two upland watersheds, as was water supply 
in another. 

There were fewer replies to the strong points of the watershed program, but 
drainage was mentioned fairly often, followed closely by flood control.  Next 
was erosion control (fig. 2).  Recreation opportunities were not listed among 
the responses, but there were several other pertinent replies.  There were four 
replies to the effect that the Small Watershed Program permits group action, 
and three each to the effect that it was a means of aiding small farmers and 
a means of reclaiming land.  Only two responses mentioned water supply and one 
each mentioned three other items. 

Weak Points 

Several weak points listed were responsibilities of the local organizations set 
up to obtain easements and rights-of-way and to maintain the project measures. 

21 



Figure 2—Severe erosion 
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The matter of limited access (mentioned by 10 respondents) to reservoirs 
requires early emphasis on the donation of rights-of-way and easements, 
rather than purchase or lease.  Donations of easements were much easier to 
obtain if landowners were assured their remaining land would not be disturbed 
in any way.  This procedure worked satisfactorily until the landowners and 
others realized the possibility of recreational opportunities, which raised 
the question of public access to structures funded by the general public.  In 
future planning, this situation might be improved if cooperation could be 
obtained with State or local agencies responsible for providing and maintaining 
recreation and hunting facilities.  The addition of recreation facilities to 
a proposed or existing reservoir may be mutually advantageous to the project 
and most of the general public. 

About one-fifth (31) of the respondents thought that maintenance of the 
projects was inadequate or could be improved (figs. 3 and 4).  Stronger 
emphasis on maintenance may be needed.  Inflationary and environmental 
pressures make adequate maintenance difficult.  Poor maintenance over a period 
of years may result in complete loss of the intended services.  This would be 
a loss to the beneficiaries as well as the general public.  Those responsible 
for maintenance face a real challenge.  New technology is needed to make main- 
tenance easier, more effective, and less costly. 

Only 17 respondents felt their area's project as constructed was either too 
small, was not completed, or provided less protection than desired or expected. 
Two structures in one watershed were not completed because reservoir sites 
became too costly when development began before acquisition of land was 
attempted.  This situation may be avoided in the future by the existence and 
proper use of zoning regulations.  The level of protection provided may have 
fallen below expectations because the best plan was not acceptable to the local 
cooperating organization, and a plan providing less protection was installed. 
Many people would probably still expect the benefits of the original plan from 
the scaled-down plan.  This situation is not likely to be solved to everyone's 
satisfaction.  Actual experience with the project also may have convinced some 
respondents that a bigger project would have been a better use of resources 
than the one actually built.  This learning process is of little value to the 
community of origin, but may be useful to neighboring communities if the proper 
authorities are made aware of it. 

The responses indicate a few persons have observed the projects critically, and 
have reported unfavorable consequences.  Three noted that a few farmers were 
worse off as a result of the project, and one mentioned that costs and benefits 
were not equally distributed among beneficiaries. 

Most of the other responses related to responsibilities of the local organiza- 
tions, which were not being properly discharged, or respondent felt the Federal 
Government should bear a heavier share.  Examples are enlarging bridges (five 
replies), improving laterals (eight replies), and installing overfall pipes 
(seven replies).  The channels improved in one watershed project are degrading, 
due in part to the erosive nature of the loessial soils.  Many of the bridges 
must be lengthened from time to time to span  the widening channels.  No 
feasible means has been found to control erosion of channels in and adjacent to 
this one watershed.  This is probably an exceptional case, but it does present 
a challenge. 
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Figure 3—Well-maintained drainage channel 

Figure 4—Poorly maintained drainage channel 
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The comments on poor design (five responses) occurred primarily in one other 
watershed, and were related somewhat to poor construction practices. Differ- 
ences in opinions on the correct ways of accomplishing things may have led to 
comments of poor design. For example, construction of channels along property 
lines may require additional excavation. Contrariwise, small tracts may be 
made inaccessible if channels follow natural drains. Here again, no solution 
will please all those affected. 

Response to Other Questions 

Respondents were asked whether they would seek a watershed project for their 
area if one were not already in place.  All those residing in upland watersheds 
replied positively.  Only three respondents in flatland watersheds replied 
negatively; one was a member of a sponsoring organization.  Thus, 155 of 158 
responding to the question answered affirmatively.  Only 5 of 155 thought the 
community would not support a watershed project at the time of the survey. 

All respondents thought that project funds were used for the correct purposes. 
But 2 of the 158 respondents replied that the use of funds for watershed 
project(s) was not wise. 

Most of the respondents felt the watershed project was the best means of 
solving the specific problem in their communities.  But nine thought there 
was a better way of solving such problems.  Of these, six proposed bond issues 
and one each favored construction of channels only, larger farm ponds, and 
reservoirs only.  Local costs would have been higher in the opinion of six 
respondents, the same according to another, and less according to the other. 

In general, only a small percentage of the leadership in these communities 
seemed critical of the Small Watershed Program. Most of them viewed it as 
an effective means of accomplishing a desired goal. 

The replies as to who received the most benefits are interesting.  There were 
15 multiple replies relating to beneficiaries of the program, for a total 
of 174 answers.  Of these, 75 thought farmers received the most benefits and 
66 specified landowners.  Small towns were mentioned 14 times, the community 
11 times, and agriculture 5 times.  The other three respondents indicated 
drainage board members (who are also farmers and landowners), jobholders, and 
recreationists.  Most landowners are also farmers or have farm interests, but 
some may own urban property that benefits from the projects.  If we assume 
that landowners are farmers or have farm interests, about 84 percent of the 
replies rate agricultural interests as receiving the most project benefits. 
Several respondents felt that the community and small towns received the 
greatest benefits, including indirect effects of improvements brought about 
in agriculture, and direct benefits realized within the town. 

Several of the responses are closely related.  For instance, increasing produc- 
tivity should increase income and expand the economy.  This combination of 
replies relating to improved income totaled 47.  Community improvement involves 
helping the community and benefiting many people; 25 respondents cited these 
items.  Replies relating to project implementations (group effort needed, 
local resources inadequate, and no project possible without Federal help) 
totaled 36. 
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Suggested Changes 

Not all respondents offered suggestions for changes in the watershed program. 
Quite a number indicated satisfaction with the program as presently constituted. 
But 46 responded to the question on suggested changes.  Some gave two or three 
suggestions, for a total of 54 responses. 

The most frequent response (14) related to reducing the time and paper work 
from initiation to installation.  ". . .in the 1930's, the average time lag 
between a congressional survey resolution and the beginning of construction on 
a typical flood control project was about four years.  The Subcommittee further 
found that today the average time lag has increased to over 15 years!" ^1 

The above does not refer to Small Watershed Program projects but is typical of 
the view of many regarding the speed of the program. 

The next most frequent suggestions (seven each) were building reservoirs to 
their physical capacity and placing more emphasis on other uses of water.  The 
former illustrates the view of water as a finite resource which should be 
stored where possible and saved for later use.  Emphasis in the past has been 
mostly on water storage for flood control.  Perhaps more attention should now 
be focused on storage for water supply, recreation, irrigation, and perhaps 
even dilution of wastes. 

Five persons thought that public access to the structures should be assured. 
Given the amount of public money spent, a strong case for public access can be 
made.  But this problem could be viewed as a local responsibility in that 
rights-of-way and easements are a local contribution to the project.  A local 
or State entity responsible for recreation might facilitate provision of public 
access by leasing or acquiring title to land adjacent to the reservoirs. 

Four respondents mentioned engineering improvement.  Two were from the water- 
shed with very erosive soil.  The other two mentioned too much fall in some 
channels, and the problem of following natural drains versus property lines. 

Four persons also felt that local people should be more involved in planning 
projects.  One thought the commissioners or directors of the sponsoring 
organization could perform their jobs better if they were involved in the 
planning phase of the project as well as the management phase. 

Three respondents suggested that weirs (low dams) be installed in the larger 
drainage channels (fig. 5). Weirs would permit better control of water levels, 
which could help provide some fishing opportunities and control vegetative 
growth in the channels.  The cost of installation may be prohibitive in many 
cases, 

2/ Summary and Analysis of Public Response to the Proposed Principles and 
Standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources and Draft Environmental 
Statement, U.S. Water Resources Council, Washington, D.C., July 1972.  p, 116. 
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Figure 5—Low-water weir in drainage channel 
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Two persons suggested Federal supervision of maintenance.  One reason mentioned 
was that the local organization lacked the resources to repair a major failure 
of a structure.  Another factor is that the commissioners and directors, who 
are neighbors of the operators shirking maintenance responsibilities, may be 
reluctant to apply the necessary force to keep the facilities in good repair. 
Federal supervision presumably would insure better upkeep and be less subject 
to local pressures or retaliation from offenders. 

Two persons noted that the rules and regulations governing Small Watershed 
Program projects differ from those of Corps of Engineers projects.  Some con- 
fusion and compromise might be eliminated if both programs were required to 
adhere to the same set of rules. 

The inclusion of wildlife areas was suggested by two respondents.  One respon- 
dent felt that area and State SCS personnel should give more weight to the 
judgment of local SCS people.  One wanted more cost sharing to enlarge the 
bridges affected by projects.  Another suggested installation of overfall 
pipes.  The last wanted adequate roads provided.  In the past, all of these 
functions have been local responsibilities, but local officials may not be 
able to allocate all of their road and bridge money to one part of the county. 

Many of these and other changes to the watershed program have been proposed to 
the appropriate committees in Congress over the years.  It is doubtful that 
any are new.  But it is encouraging that nearly 29 percent of the respondents 
proposed changes that were reasonable. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Given the wide range of programs available and the natural diversity of opinion 
among individuals, the author feels the study results are quite favorable for 
the Small Watershed Program.  This is especially true because many such proj- 
ects are essentially one-time occurrences, whereas other public services 
require constant or increasing expenditure levels to provide an acceptable 
level of public service. 

The relatively high ranking of water resource development suggests that no- 
strings-attached revenue sharing funds might be used for such development. 
This action would be more likely if domestic water supply were a product of 
the development. 

Only a few respondents felt that less costly alternatives would have provided 
the same or equivalent services, and all respondents indicated funds were spent 
for the appropriate services.  Some engineering mistakes were pointed out, 
and several suggestions were offered to improve the Small Watershed Program. 

The public service and resource development category rankings were statistically 
significant and perhaps showed greater agreement than expected.  Water people 
were in greater agreement on their public service and water resource develop- 
ment rankings than were the generalists.. 

Flatland water people outscored their upland counterparts by a small margin in 
agreeing on rankings. Water people showed greater agreement on water resource 
development rankings than on public service rankings. 

Water people rated water resource development several places higher than did 
generalists, but ranked most other services the same or nearly the same as did 
generalists.  This lends more weight to accepting the rankings for the study 
area as a standard of comparison. 

This study indicates that survey research can establish priorities that would 
be useful to community leaders in allocating public monies in survey research. 
A survey of the type used in this study would provide the elected leaders with 
a list of priorities for public services, along with an indication of which 
ones needed additional funding.  The degree of agreement among the respondents 
could also be calculated.  These coefficients of concordance would appear to 
be useful input for decisionmaking. 

The results of survey research will be no panacea for making fiscal decisions. 
This kind of input would have to be updated periodically to assure relevance 
in our modern society.  Priorities change over time, some almost imperceptibly, 
but others at a pace which could be detected with annual or biennial updatings 
of surveys. 

While the results of this study provide insights on successful resource 
development, a study or series of studies which focus on obstacles to resource 
development would be in the public interest.  This study does not answer the 
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question of why resource development occurs in some, but not other watersheds 
that appear similar in all discernible attributes.  Perhaps the approach in 
the first part of this study could be used in communities where watershed 
project proposals are pending» to gain insight into the reasons for the 
apparent lack of progress.  The questionnaire may be able to suggest differ- 
ences in attitudes and perspectives which help explain the lack of progress 
in these communities.  Once these differences were established, effort could 
be directed toward altering the outlook of influential public-opinion shapers 
or perhaps toward recruiting and promoting leaders with more progressive 
attitudeö.  In the event the prevailing attitude in the community is for the 
status quo, the likelihood of resource development would be minuscule until 
changes in problem intensity or community attitudes occur. 

A survey of leaders in nonwatershed communities would be relatively easy. 
These areas would have the same categories of leaders except for watershed 
district directors.  Some areas may have the equivalent of watershed district 
directors, such as drainage or irrigation district directors.  The portion of 
the questionnaire dealing with a specific watershed project(s) could be 
optional or even eliminated.  Optional inclusion would present the opportunity 
to discover biases for or against the Small Water Program.  Such data would be 
useful in setting up watershed planning priorities and outlining courses of 
action for community leaders to follow in community development. 

Another application for which the survey technique holds some promise is 
improving local involvement in future multiobjective planning efforts.  Syppose 
the residents of an area were placed into two groups—one with a primary 
emphasis on environmental improvement, another with a primary emphasis on 
economic development—based on results of survey research.  From this survey, 
a subgroup from the environmental advocates and one from the development 
advocates could be selected, based on^high levels of group agreement.  Concep- 
tually, the members of the subgroup of environmental advocates would be com- 
patible and willing to work for a common cause; the same would hold for the 
development group.  Each group could formulate plans for its specific, objective 
that could later be submitted to the general public, where tradeoffs could be 
made.  Further research into the efficacy of this approach is needed. 
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„WATERSHED 

APPENDIX A 

0MB No. 40-S 72012 
Questionnaire    .     ,    .     o 01 -70 ^^     Approval expires:  8-31-72 

ROLE OF SMALL WATERSHED PROJECTS 
IN 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Name ; 

Address:   County 

Occupation: ^Age : Under 30 , 30-40 , 40-50 , 50-60 ,over 60^ 

Position in Community:   Years in Position   

List of other major civic and community activities:   

Everyone has ideas about what should be done by individuals and what 
should be done through group actions (social, civic, and fraternal 
organizations, and local. State, and Federal governments).  In this 
survey we would like your ideas on those areas your community should 
either spend its money or seek outside financial help to make your 

community a better place in which to live. 

I want to ask you some questions based on this list of community public 
services.  (Interviewer hands Supplement A to respondent.) 

1. How do you rank these public service programs in terms of importance 
to the (county) with respect to community development? 

(Interviewer enters rank by number in column 1, p. 2). 

2. Which of these programs do you think should be expanded (E), re- 
duced (R) or kept about the same (S)? 

(Interviewer enters E, R or S in appropriate box of col. 2, p. 2). 

3. Which of these services or programs do you feel should be performed 
principally by local government, state government or by private 
agencies? 

(Interviewer enters L, S or P in appropriate box of col. 3, p. 2). 

4. Are there important community services or unique problems which do 
not now but should receive outside support? What are they? 

(Interviewer lists suggestions and comments) 
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(Interviewer enters answers to questions 1, 2, and 3 in columns 1, 2, and 
3 as indicated) 

(1)      (2) (3) 
Expanded (E) Local gov*t. (L) 

Rank Reduced  (R) State gov't. (S) 
Public Services Order Same (S) Private     (P) 

Fed, gov't   (F) 

a. Education       

b. Erosion and Flood Control & Drainage        

c. Farm Program Payments   _^    

d. Fire & Police Protection       

e. Health       

f. Hous ing       

g. Industrial & Tourist Promotion             

h.  Pollution Control       

i. Recreation Facilities   __^    

j. Roads and Streets       

k. Water 6c Sewer Systems       

1. Welfare   _^    

m.  Other       
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5.  Within those areas dealing with water and related land resources how do 

you rank the programs on this list?  (Hand respondent Supplement B) 

6(a) Which of these programs do you think should be expanded (E), reduced (R) 

or kept about the same (S)? 

6(b) Which of these services or programs do you feel should be performed 

principally by local government. State government, private agencies, or by 

the Federal government? 

(1) (2) 

Programs 

a. Flood control and drainage channels 

b. Structures for retardation of flood 
waters 

c. Land treatment 

d. Reforestation 

e. Irrigation 

f. Water based recreation 6c wi'^ilife 

g. Land based recreation & wildlife 

h.  Municipal and Industrial water supply 

i.  Pollution control 

j.  Other 

Expanded (E) 
Rank Reduced (R) 
Order Same    (S) 

(3) 
Local gov't. (L) 
State gov't. (S) 
Private (P) 
Fed, gov't (F) 
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Now I would like to ask you about the Small Watershed Program, based on 

your general knowledge about the Program and your specific knowledge 

about the   Watershed Project. 

7. What do you consider the strong points of: 

a. The project 

b. The Small Watershed Program 

8. What do you consider the weak points of: 

a. The project 

b. The Small Watershed Program 

9. Consider the knowledge you have gained since the   

Watershed project was originally proposed. 

Would you seek a small watershed project in this area today? 

Yes / /   No / I 

(If No) Why? 

10. Do you think the community would support the project now? 

Yes /  7   No /  7 

(If No) Why? 

11. Who or what group has received the most benefits from the project? 

12.  Do you think it is a wise use of Federal funds?  Yes / /  No / / 

Why? 
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(Interviewer hands Supplement C to the respondent) 

The functions and the costs of the Watershed Project are shown on this 

table.  The costs are divided between the Federal and local government. 

Purpose or         Annual monetary benefit or Total Federal Total 
function            major physical effect program cost other cost 

Urban flood protection           

Rural flood protection    ^     _^^  

Water supply         

Future water supply              

Recreation opportunities        

Land treatment         

Irrigation         

Pollution control                

Other         

Total 

13,  Do you think the same benefits or effects could have been achieved in 

some other way, such as through other types of community action or 

through cooperation with other governmental units?  Yes /  /  No / / 

(If "No" go to 14.  If "Yes" ask:) 

a. Please describe other types of action you feel could have been taken. 

b. Would local costs be greater or lower if other types of action had been 

taken?   greater //   lower //   no difference // 
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14.  Do you think project funds were used for the correct purpose or 

function? 

Yes ¡ZJ       No [^     Comments:   

15.  Please explain any changes that you feel would permit the Small Watershed 

Program to improve your community more. 
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APPENDIX B 

Respondents 

A total of 162 individuals were interviewed for this study.  From these inter- 
views, 160 questionnaires were completed, except for an occasional item that 
was overlooked. 

The age distribution of the respondents is given in appendix tables 1 and 2. 
Only 25 of the 160 persons replying were under 40 years of age. 

Appendix tables 1 and 2 also show the positions held by respondents.  Of the 
161 who replied, 38 were soil conservation district directors, and 30 were 
watershed or drainage district directors, for a total of 68 water people.  The 
generalists were represented by a wide variety of officials.  Several respon- 
dents held two or more positions. 

The stated occupation of the respondents indicates the rural orientation of the 
study area (appendix tables 3 and 4).  There were 63 farmers, and another 5 
were engaged in farming as well as banking or insurance.  The wide range of 
occupations represented is probably typical of the agribusiness-service sector 
of rural areas. 

As previously noted, several respondents held more than one position.  Appendix 
tables 5 and 6 show the other government positions held by the respondents at 
the time of interview or at some time in the past.  Nearly half of those inter- 
viewed were serving or had served in from one to four other positions. 

Some of the respondents were new to their positions, and others had served for 
many years. One banker had been with the same bank for 56 years. Others had 
served in one position for as long as 42 years. The average tenure varied from 
8.23 to 15.6 years; the mean for the study area was 10.6 years (app. table 7). 
The youngest director of the Soil Conservation District in,one county was over 
60 years of age, but it appeared that the board and the district conservation- 
ist were attuned to the conservation needs of the county. 
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APPENDIX C 

Description of Study Watersheds 

Eight watersheds—four flatland and four upland—were included in the study. 

Flatland Watersheds 

The four flatland watersheds are located in the Mississippi Delta.  Two are 
east of the river, and the other two are west.  They lie along a north-south 

axis. 

Buck Island Bayou Watershed consists of 27,820 acres in Tunica County, 
Mississippi (1970 population, 11,854).  The county is about 30 miles southwest 
of Memphis, and borders the Mississippi River. 

The Negro population in 1970 was 72.7 percent of.the total, and 76.7 percent 
of these families had incomes below the poverty level.  Less than 23 percent 
of the total population was employed in 1970. 10/  Agricultural employment 
made up 28.7 percent and manufacturing 13.0 percent.  The median income of 
male workers was $2,827; that of farmers and farm managers was $5,556.  These 
figures suggest a large number of low-income people in a county, with very 
limited opportunity for better employment. 

Land use in 1962 was about 67 percent cropland, 1 percent pasture and peren- 
nials, 24 percent woodland, and 8 percent miscellaneous. 11/  Land ownership 
was in a relatively few hands; consequently, there is probably adequate local 
capital for installation of conservation practices with proven economic 

returns. 

The watershed work plan provided for 38.7 miles of multipurpose channel improve- 
ment, as well as land treatment measures to include conservation cropping 
systems, subsurface and surface field ditches, mains and laterals, land 
leveling, land smoothing, grassed waterways, pasture planting, and wildlife 
food plantings.  Estimated installation cost was $681,636 for structural 
measures and $236,471 for land treatment measures. 

Beaver Dam Bayou Watershed consists of 28,960 acres in Sunflower County, 
Mississippi; it drains a portion of Indianola, the county seat.  The 1970 
population of Sunflower County was 37,047; that of Indianola was 8,947. 

This county has a large Negro population, accounting for 62.8 percent of the 
total in 1970.  About 27 percent of the total population was employed. 

10/  Average employment for the United States was about 40 percent. 
11/  Latest data available were used for population, employment, income, 

land use, etc. 
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Agriculture provided 20.7 percent and manufacturing 15-1 percent of total 
employment.  The median income of male workers was $3,509 and that of farmers 
and farm managers, $3,627.  The economy of this county is more diversified 
than that of Tunica County. 

Land use in 1965 was 73 percent cropland, 17 percent grassland, 4 percent wood- 
land, and 6 percent miscellaneous.  The small percentage of woodland increases 
the chances of wind erosion.  There is also some water erosion.  The installa- 
tion of more grassed waterways and overfall pipes would alleviate this 
situation. 

The watershed work plan provided for 52.85 miles of multiple-purpose channel 
improvements and land treatment measures of the type listed under Buck Island 
Bayou Watershed above.  Estimated installation costs were $772,745 for the 
channels and $370,677 for land treatment measures. 

Caney Bayou Watershed ^consisting of 42,000 acres of flatland, is located in 
Chicot County, Arkansas.  Less than 18 percent of the area is alluvial soil. 
The watershed is characterized by a large number of landowners with small 
acreages.  The limited financial capacity of many of these operators possibly 
reduces the level of realized benefits of the project.  Comments from respon- 
dents indicate that prevailing attitudes and a low level of knowledge about 
the watershed contribute to suboptimal use of the project. 

The population of Chicot County was 18,164 in 1970, and that of Eudora was 
3,687.  The project drains part of Eudora.  Lake Village, the county seat,-had 
3,310 inhabitants.  The eastern border of Chicot County is the Mississippi 
River. 

The Negro population was 54 percent of the total in 1970.  About 27 percent of 
the population was employed.  Agriculture and manufacturing, the two largest 
employers, accounted for 20.9 percent and 15.1 percent, respectively.  The 
median income of male workers was $3,742 and that of farmers and farm managers, 
$3,900. 

Land use in 1965 was 44 percent cropland, 24 percent pastureland, 24 percent 
woodland, and 8 percent miscellaneous, which included about 1 percent of land 
almost exclusively used for wildlife. 

In addition to the land treatment measures of the type listed for Buck Island 
Bayou Watershed above, the work plan called for 47 miles of channels with 
appurtenances.  The estimated installation costs were $706,506 for structural 
measures and $668,800 for land treatment measures. 

South Tensas Watershed is in Tensas Parish, Louisiana, and comprises 160,000 
acres of the Mississippi Delta.  The river is the eastern boundary.  The 1970 
population of the parish was 9,723. 

There are three incorporated areas in the parish, but all have less than 
2,500 population.  Negroes made up 59.2 percent of the total area population 
in 1970, and 73.4 percent of these had incomes below the poverty level.  About 
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one-fourth of the population was employed, with nearly 30 percent working in 
agriculture.  Less than 8 percent were employed in manufacturing.  The median 
income of male workers was $3,559 and that of farmers and farm managers, 
$3,446. 

About half of the drainage area was included in the project to speed up instal- 
lation of land treatment measures. Both land treatment and structural measures 
were provided for the rest of the watershed area. 

Land use in 1965 was 24 percent cropland, 20 percent grassland, 51 percent 
woodland, and 5 percent miscellaneous.  Much of the grassland and woodland is 
likely to shift to cropland in the future. 

The work plan provided for the land treatment measures listed above, plus 
preservation practices for some of the woodland and wildlife habitat.  The 
structural measures consist of 91 miles of stream channel improvements, and 
a pipe-drop structure and necessary pipe overfall structures.  Estimated in- 
stallation costs were $752,308 for the structural measures and $2,052,244 for 
land treatment measures.  At the time of the survey, watershed planning was 
far enough along so that the new highway bridges and culverts were installed 
at the correct grades.  The shallow depth of oil pipelines in the area creates 
some problems; in any case, maintenance of channels is a continuing and costly 
problem. 

Upland Watersheds 

The upland watersheds lie along an east-west axis vs. the north-south axis of 
the flatland watersheds. 

Fourche Maline Creek Watershed is located in Latimer and LeFlore Counties, 
Oklahoma.  It consists of 175,360 acres of mountains, and 14,654 acres of 
floodplains from 500 to 6,000 feet wide.  About 85 percent of the watershed 
is in Latimer County. 

The 1970 population of Latimer County was 8,601 and that of Wilburton, the 
county seat, was 2,280.  Indians make up the largest minority group in this 
county, accounting for 8.6 percent of the population in 1970.  About 29 percent 
of the total population was employed.  Agricultural employment was 6.8 percent, 
manufacturing 12 percent, and public education 20 percent of total employment. 
The median income of male workers was $4,634. 

Wilburton and the surrounding area obtain water supplies from one of the water- 
shed reservoirs.  Two other reservoirs, located within Robbers Cave State Park, 
provide recreational opportunities.  Most of the other reservoirs are inacces- 
sible to the general public because of legal or physical obstacles. 

Land use in 1960 was 9 percent cropland, 5 percent native rangeland, 4 percent 
tame pasture, 6 percent wildlife areas, 58 percent woodland-grazed, 16 percent 
woodland, and 2 percent miscellaneous. 
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The original work plan (May 1960) provided for 14 floodwater retarding 
structures with an aggregate capacity of 39,500 acre-feet of floodwater, and 
sediment storage.  Installation cost was estimated at $2,745,415 and land 
treatment measures at $817,190.  The work plan was revised in January 1962, 
February 1963, and January 1964.  The latest revision provides for 10 flood- 
water retarding structures, and 4 multipurpose reservoirs with a total storage 
capacity of 50,950 acre-feet.  The estimated cost of the structures is now 
$5,512,535, but the cost of land treatment measures remains the same as in the 
first plan of work.  Recreational water supply was added to two reservoirs, 
fish and wildlife water supply to another, municipal water storage to a third, 
and future municipal and industrial water supply storage to the other reservoir. 
Part of the cost increase was due to the increased storage capacity, but some 
was due to higher unit construction costs than estimated in the original plan 

of work. 

West Fork Point Remove Creek Watershed, located in Conway, Pope, and Van Buren 
Counties, Arkansas, comprises 201,312 acres.  Much of the watershed is mountain- 
ous, but the valleys contain good farmland where floodwater control and drain- 
age are provided.  The stream flows into the Arkansas River.  About one-fifth 
of the watershed lies in Van Buren County, and much of that is part of the 
Ozark National Forest. 

The population of Conway County was 16,805 in 1970, and that of Pope County was 
28,607.  The population of Atkins, which is mostly within the watershed, was 
2,015; that of Morrilton, the county seat of Conway County, was 6,814; and that 
of Russellville, the county seat of Pope County, was 11,750. 

The Negro population of Conway County was 17.1 percent of the total, but that 
of Pope County was only 2.3 percent.  About one-third of the total population 
was in the labor force in Conway County and nearly 37 percent in Pope County. 
Agriculture accounted for 10 percent of total employment in each^county, but 
manufacturing was 34.3 percent in Conway County and 26.7 percent in Pope County. 
The median income of male workers was $4,988 in Conway County and $4,838 in 
Pope County.  The respective incomes for farmers and farm managers were $4,864 
and $4,257.  The percentage of families with incomes below the poverty level 
was 24.1 in Conway County and 21.2 in Pope County. 

Overall land use in 1959 was 16 percent cropland, 28 percent pasture, 54 per- 
cent woodland, and 2 percent miscellaneous.  Land use on the flood plain was 
19 percent cropland, 33 percent pasture, 47 percent woodland, and 1 percent 
miscellaneous.  Adequate flood protection should increase the percentage of 
cropland on the flood plain. 

The work plan provided for structural measures estimated to cost $3,046,727 
and land treatment measures estimated to cost $860,590.  There are 21 reservoirs 
with 58,240 acre-feet of storage and 4.39 miles of channel improvements in the 
plan.  The work plan was revised in 1965 to reflect actual construction costs. 
Total storage capacity was increased to 58,701 acre-feet; the estimated instal- 
lation cost rose to $5,704,477, but the cost of land treatment measures dropped 
to $587,076. 

41 



Two of the planned structures have not been built, and it is unlikely that they 
will be.  Water supply for Morrilton and adjacent areas was considered but was 
not included, partly because the supply reservoir would have been in an adjoin- 
ing county.  Incidental recreation benefits claimed in the work plan were small 
in magnitude, but the limited public access to many of the reservoirs has 
hampered realization of the recreational potential of the watershed project. 

Caney Creek Watershed is located in Cross County, Arkansas and contains 39,680 
acres.  The county seat, Wynne, lies within the watershed.  The 1970 population 
of the county was 19,783, and that of Wynne was 6,696. 

Negroes made up 27.8 percent of the population in 1970, and 59.2 percent of 
them had incomes below the poverty level.  About 32 percent of the total popu- 
lation was in the labor force.  Manufacturing provided 28.8 percent and agri- 
culture 17.8 percent of total employment.  The median income of male workers 
was $4,689, and that of farmers and farm managers was $4,757.  This county 
appears to have a balanced economy, since it is the only county in the study 
having more than 15 percent of the labor force in agriculture that gained popu- 
lation from 1960 to 1970. 

Land use in 1957 was 62 percent cropland, 8 percent pasture, 24 percent wood- 
land, and 6 percent miscellaneous.  About 12,000 acres of the watershed is a 
part of Crowleys Ridge; the remainder is a gently sloping terrace.  Thus, this 
is partly an upland watershed and partly a flatland watershed. 

The work plan provided for 7 floodwater retarding structures with a storage 
capacity of 5,592 acre-feet, 38.9 miles of channel improvement, and 354 acres 
of interrelated land stabilization measures for critically eroded areas. 
Installation cost was estimated at $1,306,980, and land treatment measure costs 
at $235,331.  The land stabilization measures were installed because the soil 
in this watershed is highly erosive.  Channel stabilization has not been 
accomplished to date, and is likely to be a recurring problem. 

At the time this watershed plan was developed (1957), recreation and fish and 
wildlife benefits were not included in project justification, but they were 
mentioned in the plan.  Some recreation opportunities have been realized, but 
many more have been bypassed.  Two reservoirs are very close to Wynne, and 
either or both might enhance a city park(s). 

West Hatchie Creek Watershed, a 47,874-acre watershed of Mississippi hill land, 
lies primarily in Tippah County, Mississippi.  About 340 acres of the outlet 
end is in Alcorn County.  The population of Tippah County was 15,852 in 1970; 
that of Ripley, the county seat, was 3,482.  The respective populations were 
15,093 and 2,668 in 1960. 

Negroes accounted for 16.3 percent of the population in 1970, and about 52 per- 
cent of these had incomes below the poverty level.  The work force was 36.3 
percent of the total population.  Manufacturing was 36.9 percent and agricul- 
ture 11.8 percent of total employment.  The median income of male workers was 
$3,958, and that of farmers and farm managers was $1,821.  This low income 
level suggests that many farmers were part-time farmers or semiretired. 
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Land use in 1958 was 19 percent cropland, 14 percent idle, 6 percent pasture, 
60 percent woodland, and 1 percent miscellaneous.  Much of the idle land is 
critically eroded.  More than half of the woodland is grazed. 

Nine floodwater retarding structures with a storage capacity of 10,700 acre- 
feet were planned, along with 41.6 miles of channel improvements.  Estimated 
installation cost was $805,829.  The plan also provided for land treatment 
measures for watershed protection costing $475,906 and land treatment measures 
for flood prevention costing $197,161, for a total of $673,067.  The land 
treatment measures for flood prevention consist of stabilizing critical runoff 
and sediment-producing areas by planting trees, constructing gully plugs, 
stabilizing eroding road banks, and supplementing the existing cooperative 
forest fire control program.  The plan was revised in January 1965—adding, 
moving, and deleting certain structures with negligible decrease in scope of 
the project. 

The project as built features seven reservoirs, channel work, and land treat- 
ment measures.  No recreation benefits were evaluated, but some of the 
structures could be developed for recreational use.  One reservoir in an 
adjoining watershed is being developed in conjunction with the City of Ripley. 
This will provide many recreation opportunities for the residents of Tippah 
County.  The other reservoirs will retain their recreational potential if more 
facilities are warranted some time in the future. 
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APPENDIX D 

Statistical Supplement:  Rank Correlation 

Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients were calculated to provide a means 
of determining the amount of agreement or disagreement among the individuals 
within the watersheds and for any other grouping of the respondents.  These 
coefficients were computed from the public service and water resource develop- 
ment category rankings.  The values reported in the text were calculated as 

follows: 12/ 

r = 1 - 
s 

i = 1 
3 

N  - N 

Sample calculations for text table 5 follow. 

Education 
Health 
Roads 
Erosion control 
Water 

Housing 
Fire and police 
Industry 
Farm program 
Recreation 

Pollution control 
Welfare 

Generalists Water people 

Flatland upland < Flatland Upland d^ 
i .   •*- 

1 1 0 1 1 0 
3 2 1 3 3 0 
2 4 4 4 5 1 
5 7 4 2 2 0 
4 3 1 5 4 1 

6 5 1 7 6 1 
7 6 1 8 8 0 
8 8 0 11 10 1 
9 11 4 6 9 9 

10 9 1 10 11 1 

11 10 1 9 7 4 
12 12 0 

18 
12 12 0 

18 

12/  Sidney, Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences, 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, 1956, pp. 204-212. 
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APPENDIX E 
TABLES 

Appendix table l--Respondents, by age groups and positions held, by watersheds and 
for study area 

Item 
Water sheds 1/ 

: Study 

:  1 :  2 :  3 :  4 :  5 :  6 :  7 :  8 . total 

Age: 

Under 30 :  1 1 2 4 

30-40 :  4 3 4 4 2 1 1 1 20 

40-50 :  6 7 4 7 3 4 8 6 45 

50-60 :  4 6 4 8 3 10 5 5 45 

Over 60 : 11 2 6 7 4 12 4 46 

Total . 26 16 14 25 15 20 28 16 160 

Position: 

Alderman 5 10 15 

Banker 1 2 2 2 2 1 10 

County supervisor 5 3 3 5 16 

Extension agent 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 

Industrial development 
cüimuissioner 1 1 2 4 

Police Juror or county 
judge 1 1 10 2 14 

Mayor 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 

Newspaper editor 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 10 

Planning commissioner    : 5 5 

Rural development       : 
director              : 1 1 

Soil conservation       : 
district director     : 5 5 5 5 4 10 4 38 

Watershed district      : 
director             : 3 3 5 4 2 7 3 3 30 

Totals              : 27 16 14 25 15 20 28 16 161 

JL/ Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 
4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove 
Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 2--Respondents, by age groups and positions held, by study groups 

Generalists   : Water 1/ Watersheds   ; Respondents 
Item 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Gener- 
alists 

;Water 1/ 

Age:                  : 
Under 30             : 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 

30-40               : 6 7 6 1 12 8 13 7 

40-50 11 16 10 8 21 24 27 18 

50-60 16 11 8 10 24 21 27 18 

Over 60 8 14 9 14 17 28 22 23 

Total 43 49 33 34 76 83 92 67 

Position: 

Alderman 5 10 5 10 15 

Banker 3 7 3 7 10 

County supervisor 8 8 8 8 16 

Extension agent 4 5 4 5 9 

Industrial develop- 
ment commissioner 4 4 4 

Police juror or 
county judge :  11 3 11 3 14 

Mayor 4 5 4 5 9 

Newspaper editor :  4 6 4 6 10 

Planning commissioner :   5 5 5 

Rural development 
director 1 1 1 

Soil conservation 
district director 15 23 15 23 38 

Watershed district 
director 18 11 18 11 29 

Totals :  44 49 33 34 77 83 93 67 

1^/ Water resource people. 
IJ  Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 3--Respondents' occupations, by watersheds and for study area 

Occupation 
Watersheds -^ : Study 

:  1 :  2 '     3 :  4 :  5  : 6 :  7 :  8 : total 

Automobile dealer :  1 1 2 

Banking :  2 2 2 2 2 4 1 15 

Contractor :  2 2 

Fanning, and banking or 
insurance 2 2 1 5 

Extension agent :  1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 

Farming :  9 10 7 7 4 11 6 9 63 

Doctor 1 1 2 

Insurance, investments, or 
inspector \     3 1 1 1 1 7 

Letter carrier or 
postmaster 2 2 4 

Attorney or businessman 2 2 

Landscape gardener :  1 1 

Grocer :  1 1 2 4 

Merchant •  2 1 1 1 2 7 

Newspaper editor 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 11 

Petroleum products dealer 1 1 1 1 1 5 

Pharmacist or drug clerk 1 1 1 1 4 

Trucking or industrial 
management              : 1 1 2 

Road superintendent or     : 
bridge foreman           : 1 2 3 

Teacher                  : 1 1 2 

Cable TV service or phone   : 
company employee         : 1 1 2 

County judge or county     : 
commissioner             : 2 2 4 

Lumber business or farming  : 1 1 2 

Chamber of Commerce manager : 1 2 3 

Total                  : 27 16 1.4 25 15 20 28 16 161 

VNumbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 
4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove 
Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 4--Respondents' occupations, by study groups 

Generalists   : Water 1/    : Watersheds   : Respondents 

Occupation Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Flat- :   Up-  : 
land 2/: land 3/: 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Gener- 
alists 

[Water 1/ 

Automobile dealer 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Banking 6 6 3 6 9 12 3 

Contractor 2 2 2 

Farming, and banking 
or insurance 1 1 1       2 2 3 2 3 

Extension agent 4 5 4 5 9 

Farming 13 4 24      21 37 25 17 45 

Doctor 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Insurance, investments, 
or inspector 4 1 1       1 5 2 5 2 

Letter carrier or 
postmaster 3 1 4 3 1 

Attorney or businessman 2 2 2 

Landscape gardener 1 1 1 

Grocer 1 2 1 2 2 3 1 

Merchant 3 1 2       1 5 2 4 3 

Newspaper editor 4 7 4 7 11 

Petroleum products 
dealer 2 2 1 2 3 4 1 

Pharmacist or drug 
clerk 1 1 1       1 2 2 2 2 

Trucking or industrial 
management 2 2 2 

Road superintendent 
or bridge foreman 2 1 1 2 2 1 

Teacher 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Cable TV service or 
phone company employee 1 1 1 1 2 

County judge 2 2 2 

County commissioner 2 2 2 

Lumber business 
or farming 1 1 2 1 1 

Chamber of Commerce 
manager 3 3 3 

_1/ Water resource people. 
2l  Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 5--0ther government positions held by respondents, by watersheds and 
for study area 

Position 

Alderman or equivalent 

City attorney 

ASCS committeeman 

Watersheds — 

Drainage or watershed 
district :  1 2 2 1 

Development district 1 2 

FHA board or housing 
authority :  1 1 1 1 

Hospital board 2 

PCA board 1 

Manager or mayor :  2 

Poverty program :  2 3 1 

Rural water district 1 

School board :  1 1 1 3 

Drainage, development, and 
review boards 

ASCS, drainage, and FHA 
boards 1 

Volunteer fire department 1 

Washington lobbyist or 
Senator's secretary 1 

State water commission 1 

ASCS and drainage or school : 
board                   : 1 

: Study 

total 

11 

1 

2 8 

2 2 12 

1 1 5 

3 

1 

3 

6 

3 

9 

1/  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 4- 
Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove 
Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 6--0ther government positions held by respondents, by study groups 

Genera lists   : Water 1/    ; Watersheds   ; Respondents 

Position       : Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Flat- :   Up-  : 
land 2/: land 3/: 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
land 3/: 

Gener- 
alists 

•Water 1/ 

Alderman or equivalent  : 5 3 3 8 3 8 3 

City attorney          : 1 1 1 

ASCS committeeman       : 3 3       2 6 2 3 5 

Drainage or watershed   : 
district             : 3 2 5       3 8 5 5 8 

Development district    : 3 2 5 3 2 

FHA board or housing    : 
authority            : 2 2       3 2 5 2 5 

Hospital board 1 2 3 1 2 

PCA board 1 1 1 

Manager or mayor 2 1 2 1 3 

Poverty program 2 3 1 2 4 5 1 

Rural water district 1 2 3 1 2 

School board 2 1 4       2 6 3 3 6 

Drainage, development, 
and review boards :   1 1 1 

ASCS, drainage, and 
FHA boards 1 1 1 

Volunteer fire dept. 1 1 1 

Washington lobbyist or 
Senator's secretary :   1 1 1 1 1 1 

State water commission 1 1 1 

ASCS and drainage or 
school board 2       1 2 1 3 

1/  Water resource people. 
2/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland Watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 7--Range and average years in position, and civic and business 
activities of respondents, by watersheds and for study area 

Item 
Watersheds — Study 

:  1  : 2  : 3:4:5: 6  • 7 8  : total 

Number 

Responses : 26 16 13   25   15 

Years 

19 28 16 158 

Sum of years in positions- 
listed :243 150 107  225  234 167 382 146 1,684 

Average years in position :  9.4 9.4 8.2  10.2  15.6 8.4 13.6 9.1 10.6 

Range of years* service : 1-26 1-26 2-20  2-34  1-56 

Activity 

1-22 1-42 1-21 1-56 

Civic: 

Boy Scouts 1 1 

Civitan 1 1 

Scouts and Lions 1 1 

Kiwanis :  1 1 1 3 

Lions :  1 2 1    2    7 6 1 20 

Rotary :  9 6 1    4 6 3 2 31 

Rotary and Lions, or 
library board 2 2 1 5 

Scouts, Rotary, and 
Community Fund or 
library board 2 2 

Library trustee 1 1 

Business: 

Chamber of Commerce 9 4    4    5 8 3 33 

Delta Council 1 1 

Industrial development 1 3 4 

Chamber of Commerce and 
industrial development 1 1 2 

Tourist commission,       : 
recreation, and        : 
planning              : 1 1 

\l  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3—Caney Bayou, 
4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove 
Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 8--Range and average years in position, and civic and business 
activities of respondents, by study groups 

Generalists  ; Water 1/   :  Watersheds Respondents 
Item      ] 

Flat- : 
land 2/: 

Up-  : 
lands/: 

Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up-  :  Flat- : 

land 3/: land 2./: 
Up- 
land j^/ 

Gener- 
alists 

;Water - 

Number 

Responses        : 42 49 32 34     74 

Years 

83 91 66 

Sum of years in 
positions listed: 369 594 298 413    667   1 ,007 963 711 

Average years in  • 
position 8.8 12.1 9.3 12.1    9.0 12.1 10.6 10.8 

Range of years' 
service 1-26 1-56 1-26 1-35   1-26 

Activity 

1-56 1-56 1-35 

Civic: 

Boy Scouts 1 1 1 

Civitan 1 1 1 

Scouts and Lions 1 1 1 

Kiwanis 1 1 1      1 2 2 1 

Lions 3 12 1 4      4 16 15 5 

Rotary 13 7 9 2     22 9 20 11 

Rotary and 
Lions, or 
library board 2 2 1      2 3 4 1 

Scouts, Rotary, 
and Community 
Fund or 
library board 1 1 2 1 1 

Library trustee 1 1 1 

Business: 

Chamber of 
Commerce 9 16 4 4     13 20 25 8 

Delta Council 1 1 1 

Industrial 
development :  1 1 2      1 3 2 2 

Chamber of Com- 
merce and in- 
dustrial 
development 1 1 2 1 1 

Tourist commis- 
sion, recrea- 
tion and plan- 
ing :  1 1 1 

1/  Water resource people. 1/  Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island 
Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas.  _3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche 
Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 9--Sunmation of ranking of public service categories, by flatland watersheds and for study area 

Responses: 

Publ ic service categories 
Watershed and 

group ll 
Educa-: Erosion : Farm :Fire &: Health: Hous-: Indus-: Pollution: Recrea-: Road s: Water: Welfare 
tion : control :pro._2/:police: : ing : try  : control : tion  : : 

Number Ranking summat- -- _- lOn ------- 

Individual watershed: 
1 Generalists 19 52 140. 5 149 111. 5 92 109.5 142.5 165 163 64 108. 5 187. 5 
1 Water people 8 23 38 59 49 26 50 83 47 73 45 51 80 

1 Both 27 75 178. 5 208 160. 5 118 159.5 225.5 212 236 109 159. 5 267. 5 

2 Generalists 8 25 52 54.5 55 49.5 42 48 76.5 59 49. 5 41 72 
2 Water people 8 29 32 34 51 44 56.5 72.5 67.5 76 46 43 72. 5 

2 Both 16 54 84 88.5 106 93.5 98.5 120.5 144 135 95. 5 84 144. 5 

3 Generalists 4 15 20 40 32. 5 23.5 23 18 24 23 25 21. 5 46. 5 
3 Water people 10 22 47 66 68 44 62 93 88 76 48 63 115 

3 Both 14 37 67 106 100. 5 67.5 85 111 112 99 73 84. 5 161. 5 

6 Generalists 13 60 49 95.5 74 65 98 83 104 115 55 83. 5 136 
6 Water people 7 16 23 45 50 36 48 56 73 59.5 26 45 68 5 

6 Both 20 76 72 140.5 124 101 146 139 177 174.5 81 128 5 204 5 

Flatland watersheds: 
Generalists 44 152 261. 5 339 273 230 272.5 291.5 369.5 360 193. 5 254 5 442 
Water people 33 90 140 204 218 150 216.5 304.5 275.5 284.5 165 202 336 

Both 77 242 401. 5 543 491 380 489 596 645 644.5 358. 5 456 5 778 

Study area: 
Generalists 93 317 584. 5 766 589. 5 453 553.5 627 791.5 725 447 506 5 912 5 
Water people 67 174 300. 5 458 469 311 439.5 586 523.5 566.5 350. 5 380 5 691 

Both 160 491 885 1 ,224 1,058. 5 764 993  1 ,213 1,315 1,291.5 797. 5 887 1,603 5 

ll  Numbers indicate flatland watersheds: 
2/ Farm program payments. 

1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, and 6--South Tensas. 



Appendix table 10--Summation of ranking of public service categories, by upland watersheds and for study area 

itershed and 
group 1/       ; 

Responses: 

Public service categories 
Wa Educa-: 

tion : 
Erosion:Farm 
control: pro.^/ 

:Fire &: 
¡police: 

Health : Hous- 
:  ing 

: Indus-: 
:  try  : 

Pollution: 
control : 

Recrea- 
tion 

: Roads: Water: Welfare 

Number — — Ü anlr ing summ£ 

Individual watersheds: : 

4 Generalists   : 
4 Water people   : 

4 Both        : 

16 
9 

25 

51 
19 
70 

83 
47 
130 

138 
63 

201 

92 
66 

158 

81 
53 

134 

66 
42 
108 

126 
87 

213 

143 
70 

213 

112.5 
69 
181.5 

86 
52 
138 

103 
46 
149 

166.5 
88 

254.5 

5 
5 

Generalists 
Water people 

5 Both 

9 
6 

15 

34.5 
21 
55.5 

76.5 
23.5 

100 

82.5 
50 

132.5 

60.5 
53 
113.5 

31.5 
36 
67.5 

59.5 
47 
106.5 

52 
50 

102 

80.5 
43 
123.5 

61.5 
50 
111.5 

48 
25 
73 

48.5 
16.5 
65 

78.5 
65 

143.5 

7 
7 

Generalists 
Water people 

7 Both 

15 
13 
28 

53 
29 
82 

113 
75 

188 

144 
98 

242 

96.5 
74 

170.5 

76 
42 
118 

102 
85 

187 

95 
102.5 
197.5 

111 
98 

209 

115.5 
118 
233.5 

84 
69.5 

153.5 

40 
74 

114 

140 
149 
289 

8 
8 

Generalists 
Water people 

8 Both 

9 
6 

15 

26.5 
15 
41.5 

50.5 
15 
65.5 

62.5 
43 
105.5 

67.5 
58 

125.5 

34.5 
30 
64.5 

53.5 
49 
102.5 

62.5 
42 
104.5 

87.5 
37 

124.5 

75.5 
45 
120.5 

35.5 
39 
74.5 

60.5 
42 
102.5 

85.5 
53 

138.5 

Upland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

49 
:   34 
:   83 

165 
84 

249 

323 
160.5 
483.5 

427 
254 
681 

316.5 
251 
567.5 

223 
161 
384 

281 
223 
504 

335.5 
281.5 
617 

422 
248 
670 

365 
282 
647 

253.5 
185.5 
439 

252 
178.5 
430.5 

470.5 
355 
825.5 

Study area: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

':         93 
:   67 
:   160 

317 
174 
491 

584.5 
300.5 
885- 1 

766 
458 
,224  1 

589.5 
469 
,058.5 

453 
311 
764 

553.3 
439.5 
993 

627 
586 

1,213 

791.5 
523.5 

1,315   1 

725 
566.5 
,291.5 

447 
350.5 
797.5 

506.5 
380.5 
887 

912.5 
691 

1,603.5 

1/  Numbers indicate upland watersheds:  4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 8--West 
Hatchie Creek. 

2/   Farm program payments. 



Appendix table ll--Average ranking of public service categories, by flatland watersheds and for study area 

:Responses: 

Public service categories 
Watershed and 

group J./ 
Educa-: 
tion : 

Erosion 
control 

:Fann 
:pro.2^/ 

iFire &: 
: police: 

Health: Hous-: 
ing : 

Indus-: 
try  : 

Pollution: 
control : 

Recrea-: 
tion  : 

Roads: Water: Welfare 

:  Number 

:    19 
8 

27 

- Average ranki 

5.76    7.50 
6.25   10.38 
5.91    8.35 

Flatland watersheds: 
1 Generalists 
1 Water people 

1 Both 

2.74 
2.88 
2.78 

7.39 
4.75 
6.61 

7.84 
7.38 
7.70 

5.87 
6.13 
5.94 

4.84 
3.25 
4.37 

8.68 
5.88 
7.85 

8.58 
9.13 
8.74 

3.37 
5.63 
4.04 

5.71 
6.38 
5.91 

9.87 
10.00 
9.91 

2 Generalists 
2 Water people 

2 Both 

:    8 
8 

:    16 

3.13 
3.63 
3.38 

6.50 
4.00 
5.25 

6.81 
4.25 
5.53 

6.88 
6.38 
6.63 

6.19 
5.50 
5.84 

5.25 
7.06 
6.16 

6.00 
^.06 
7.53 

9.56 
8.44 
9.00 

7.38 
9.50 
8.44 

6.19 
5.75 
5.97 

5.13 
5.38 
5.25 

9.00 
9.06 
9.03 

3 Generalists 
3 Water people 

3 Both 

4 
10 
14 

3.75 
2.20 
2.64 

5.00 
4.70 
4.79 

10.00 
6.60 
7.57 

8.13 
6.80 
7.18 

5.88 
4.40 
4.82 

5.75 
6.20 
6.07 

4.50 
9.30 
7.93 

6.00 
8.80 
8.00 

5.75 
7.60 
7.07 

6.25 
4.80 
5.21 

5.38 
6.30 
6.04 

11.63 
11.50 
11.54 

6 Generalists 
6 Water people 

6 Both 

13 
7 

20 

4.62 
2.29 
3.80 

3.77 
3.29 
3.60 

7.35 
6.43 
7.03 

5.69 
7.14 
6.20 

5.00 
5.14 
5.05 

7.54 
6.86 
7.30 

6.38 
8.00 
6.95 

8.00 
10.43 
8.85 

8.85 
8.50 
8.73 

4.23 
3.71 
4.05 

6.42 
6.43 
6.43 

10.46 
9.79 
10.23 

Flatland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

44 
33 
77 

3.45 
2.73 
3.14 

5.94 
4.24 
5.21 

7.70 
6.18 
7.05 

6.20 
6.61 
6.38 

5.23 
4.55 
4.94 

6.19 
6.56 
6.35 

6.63 
9.23 
1,1k 

8.40 
8.35 
8.38 

8.18 
8.62 
8.37 

4.40 
5.00 
4.66 

5.78 
6.12 
5.93 

10.05 
10.18 
10.10 

Study area: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

93 
67 

160 

3.41 
2.60 
3.07 

6.28 
4.49 
5.53 

8.24 
6.84 
7.65 

6.34 
7.00 
6.62 

4.87 
4.64 
4.78 

5.95 
6.56 
6.21 

6.74 
8.75 
7.58 

8.51 
7.81 
8.22 

7.80 
8.46 
8.07 

4.81 
5.23 
4.98 

5.45 
5.68 
5.54 

9.81 
10.31 
10.02 

\l  Numbers indicate flatland watersheds: 

Ij  Farm program pa5nnènts. 

1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, and 6--South Tensas. 



Appendix table 12--Average ranking of public service categories, by upland watersheds and for study area 

Watershed and 
group 1/ 

Upland watersheds: 
4 Generalists 
4 Water people 

4 Both 

5 Generalists 
5 Water people 

5 Both 

7 Generalists 
7 Water people 

7 Both 

8 Generalists 
8 Water people 

8 Both 

Upland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

Study area: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

Responses: Educa- 
tion 

Public service categories 

Erosion^Farm  :Fire &: 
control :pro. 2^/ : police : 

Health: Hous- 
ing 

Indus- 
try 

Pollution: 
control : 

Recrea- 
tion 

Roads: Water: Welfare 

Number 

16 
9 

25 

9 
6 

15 

15 
13 
28 

9 
6 

15 

49 
34 
83 

93 
67 

160 

3.19 
2.11 
2.80 

3.83 
3.50 
3.70 

3.53 
2.23 
2.93 

2.94 
2.50 
2.77 

3.37 
2.47 
3.00 

3.41 
2,60 
3.07 

5.19 
5.22 
5.20 

8.50 
3.92 
6.67 

7.53 
5.77 
6.71 

5.61 
2.50 
4.37 

6.59 
4.72 
5.83 

6.28 
4.49 
5.53 

8.63 
7.00 
8.04 

9.17 
8.33 
8.83 

9.60 
7.54 
8.64 

6.94 
7.17 
7.03 

8.71 
7.47 
8.20 

8.24 
6.84 
7.65 

5.75 
7.33 
6.32 

6.72 
8.83 
7.57 

6.43 
5.69 
6.09 

7.50 
9.67 
8.37 

6.46 
7.38 
6.84 

6.34 
7.00 
6.62 

5.06 
5.89 
5.36 

3.50 
6.00 
4.50 

5.07 
3.23 
4.21 

3.83 
5.00 
4.30 

4.55 
4.73 
4.63 

4.87 
4.64 
4.78 

Average rankings 

4.13 
4.67 
4.32 

6.61 
7.83 
7.10 

6.-80 
6.54 
6.68 

5.94 
8.17 
6.83 

5.73 
6.56 
6.07 

5.95 
6.56 
6.21 

7.88 
9.67 
8.52 

5.78 
8.33 
6.80 

6.33 
7.88 
7.05 

6.94 
7.00 
6.97 

6.85 
8.28 
7.43 

6.74 
8.75 
7.58 

8.94 
7.78 
8.52 

8.94 
7.17 
8.23 

7.40 
7.54 
7.46 

9.72 
6.17 
8.30 

8.61 
7.29 
8.07 

8.51 
7.81 
8.22 

7.03 
7.67 
7.26 

6.83 
8.33 
7.43 

7.70 
9.08 
8.34 

8.39 
7.50 
8.03 

7.45 
8.29 
7.80 

7.80 
8.46 
8.07 

5.38 
5.78 
5.52 

5.33 
4.17 
4.87 

5.60 
5.35 
5.48 

3.94 
6.50 
4.97 

17 
46 
29 

4.81 
5.23 
4.98 

6.44 
5.11 
5.96 

5.39 
2.75 
4.33 

2.67 
5.69 
4.07 

6.72 
7.00 
6.83 

5.14 
5.25 
5.19 

10.41 
9.78 
10.18 

8.72 
10.83 
9.57 

9.33 
11.46 
10.32 

9.50 
8.83 
9.23 

9.60 
10.44 
9.95 

5.45 9.81 
5.68 10.31 
5.54  10.02 

\l  Numbers indicate upland watersheds: 
Hatchie Creek. 

2/ Farm program payments. 

4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 8--West 



Appendix table 13--0verall ranking of public service categories, by flatland watersheds and for study area 

Watershed and 
group 1/ 

Public service categories 

Erosion^Farm  iFire &: Health: Hous-: Indus-: Pollution: Recrea- 
controi:pro.^/ ¡police:      :  ing :  try  :  control :  tion 

Roads: Water: Welfare 

:  Number rail ranking ■-- Ovei _ _ _ — 
Individual watersheds : 

1 Generalists :    19 7 9 6 3 5 8 11 10 2 4 12 
1 Water people :    8 3 9 6 2 7 12 5 10 4 8 11 

1 Both :    27 7 8 6 3 4 10 9 11 2 4 12 

2 Generalists 8 7 8 9 5 3 4 12 10 5 2 11 
2 Water people 8 2 3 7 5 8 10 9 12 6 4 10 

2 Both 16 2 4 8 5 7 9 11 10 6 2 12 

3 Generalists 4 3 11 10 7 5 2 8 5 9 4 12 
3 Water people 10 3 7 8 2 5 11 10 9 4 6 12 

3 Both 14 2 9 8 3 6 10 11 7 4 5 12 

6 Generalists 13 1 8 5 4 9 6 10 11 2 7 12 
6 Water people 7 2 5 8 4 7 9 12 10 3 5 11 

6 Both 20 1 8 5 4 9 7 11 10 3 6 12 

Flatland watersheds: 
Generalists 44 5 9 7 3 6 8 11 10 2 4 12 
Water people 33 2 6 8 3 7 11 9 10 4 5 12 

Both 77 4 8 7 3 6 9 11 10 2 5 12 

Study area: 
Generalists        : 93 6 10 7 3 5 8 11 9 2 4 12 
Water people       : 67 2 7 8 3 6 11 9 10 4 5 12 

Both            : 160 4 9 7 2 6 8 11 10 3 5 12 

ll  Numbers indicate flatland watersheds:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, and 6--South Tensas. 
2J   Farm program payments. 



Appendix table 14--0verall ranking of public service categories, by upland watersheds and for study area 

Watershed and 
group II 

Individual watersheds: 
4 Generalists 
4 Water people 

4 Both 

5 Generalists 
5 Water people 

5 Both 

7 Generalists 
7 Water people 

7 Both 

8 Generalists 
8 Water people 

8 Both 

Upland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

Study area: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

Responses 

Public service categories 

Number 

16 
9 

25 

15 

15 
13 
28 

15 

49 
34 
83 

93 
67 

160 

Educa-: Erosion:Farm  :Fire &: Health: Hous-: Indus-: Pollution: Recrea- 
tion : control:pro._2/¡police:      :  ing :  try  :  control :  tion 

Roads: Water: Welfare 

\l  Numbers indicate upland watersheds: 
Hatchie Creek. 

4 10 6 
4 7 8 
3 9 7 

9 12 7 
3 8 11 
5 11 9 

9 12 6 
6 8 4 
7 11 5 

4 7 9 
1 8 12 
3 8 11 

7 11 6 
2 9 8 
5 11 7 

6 10 7 
2 7 8 
4 9 7 

-Caney Creek, 5- 

Overall ranking 

3 2 9 
6 2 11 
4 2 10 

1 6 5 
5 7 8 
3 7 6 

3 7 5 
2 7 10 
3 6 8 

2 5 7 
3 10 6 
2 5 7 

2 5 8 
3 6 10 
2 6 8 

3 5 8 
3 6 11 
2 6 8 

11 
10 
10 

11 
6 

10 

8 
8 
9 

12 
4 
10 

10 
7 

10 

11 
9 

11 

8 
9 
8 

8 
8 
8 

10 
11 
10 

10 
9 
9 

9 
11 

9 
10 
10 

5 7 12 
5 3 12 
5 6 12 

3 4 10 
4 1 12 
4 2 12 

4 1 11 
3 4 12 
4 2 12 

3 6 11 
5 6 11 
4 5 12 

4 3 12 
5 4 12 
4 3 12 

2 4 12 
4 5 12 
3 5 12 

5--Fourche Maline Creek, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 8--West 



Appendix table 15- -Responses regarding levels of expenditures for services listed, by watersheds 
and for study area 

Public     \ 
service 

Expend-: 

iture '• 
level-^: 

Watershed 2/ 
Study 
total 1   : 2  ; 3   ! 4 5  ; 6  ; 7 ; 8   \ 

Education     : E   : 
R 
S   : 

74.1 
0.0 

25.9 

43.8 
6.3 

50.0 

71.4 
0.0 

28.6 

64.0 
4.0 
32.0 

Percent 
80.0 
0.0 
20.0 

57.9 
0.0 

42.1 

85.7 
0.0 
14.3 

80.0 
0.0 
20.0 

70.4 
1.3 

28.3 

Erosion and 
flood 
control 

E 
R 
S 

63.0 
0.0 
37.0 

75.0 
0.0 

25.0 

71.4 
0.0 

28.6 

88.0 
0.0 
12.0 

66.7 
"0.0 
33.3 

80.0 
0.0 
20.0 

78.6 
0.0 
21.4 

86.7 
0.0 
13.3 

76.3 
0.0 

23.8 

Farm program E 
R 
S 

11.. 1 
18.5 
70.4 

18.8 
12.5 
68.8 

21.4 
14.3 
64.3 

28.0 
20.0 
52.0 

40.0 
6.7 

53.3 

20.0 
10.0 
70.0 

28.6 
17.9 
53.6 

40.0 
6.7 

53.3 

25.0 
14.4 
60.6 

Fire and 
police 

E 
R 
S 

70.4 
0.0 
29.6 

50.0 
0.0 

50.0 

78.6 
0.0 

21.4 

84.0 
0.0 
16.0 

66.7 
0.0 
33.3 

60.0 
0.0 

40.0 

75.0 
0.0 

25.0 

66.7 
0.0 
33.3 

70.0 
0.0 
30.0 

Health E 
R 
S 

59.3 
3.7 

37.0 

43.8 
0.0 

56.3 

78.6 
0.0 

21.4 

68.0 
0.0 
32.0 

80.0 
0.0 
20.0 

70.0 
0.0 
30.0 

82.1 
0.0 
17.9 

73.3 
0.0 

26.7 

70.0 
.6 

29.4 

Housing E 
R 
S 

51.8 
•  11.1 

37.0 

68.8 
6.3 

25.0 

85.7 
7.1 
7.1 

84.0 
0.0 

16.0 

80.0 
6.7 

13.3 

50.0 
5.0 

45.0 

71.4 
3.6 

25.0 

60.0 
0.0 

40.0 

68.1 
5.0 

26.9 

Industry :   E 
R 

:   S 

59.3 
:   0.0 
:  40.7 

68.8 
6.3 

25.0 

71.4 
0.0 

28.6 

56.0 
0.0 

44.0 

86.7 
0.0 
13.3 

75.0 
0.0 
25.0 

78.6 
0.0 
21.4 

66.7 
0.0 
33.3 

69.4 
1.9 

28.8 

Pollution 
control 

:   E 
:   R 
:   S 

:  70.4 
:   0.0 
:  29.6 

50.0 
6.3 

43.8 

78.6 
0.0 

21.4 

76.0 
0.0 

24.0 

73.3 
6.7 

20.0 

40.0 
10.0 
50.0 

78.6 
0.0 

21.4 

80.0 
6.7 

13.3 

68.8 
3.1 

28.1 

Recreation E 
:   R 
:   S 

:  66.7 
:   0.0 
: '33.3 

62.5 
0.0 
37.5 

78.6 
0.0 

21.4 

96.0 
0.0 
4.0 

86.7 
6.7 
6.7 

60.0 
0.0 

40.0 

85.7 
0.0 
14.3 

60.0 
6.7 

33.3 

75.6 
1.2 

23.1 

Roads and 
streets 

:   E 
:   R 
:   S 

':     96.3 
:   0.0 
:   3.7 

87.5 
0.0 

12.5 

92.9 
0.0 
7.1 

88.0 
0.0. 
12.0 

100.0 
0.0 
0.0 

95.0 
0.0 
5.0 

100.0 
0.0 
0.0 

86.7 
0.0 
13.3 

93.8 
0.0 
6.2 

Water and 
sewer 
systems 

:   E 
:   R 
:   S 

!  77.8 
:   0.0 
:  22.2 

81.2 
0.0 
18.8 

71.4 
0.0 

28.6 

88.0 
0.0 
12.0 

93.3 
0.0 
6.7 

55.0 
0.0 

45.0 

96.4 
0.0 
3.6 

60.0 
6.7 

33.3 

79.4 
.6 

20.0 

Welfare :   E 
:   R 
:   S 

:  14.8 
:  48.2 
:  37.0 

0.0 
56.2 
43.8 

0.0 
64.3 
35.7 

16.0 
36.0 
48.0 

26.7 
26.7 
46.7 

5.0 
40.0 
55.0 

17.9 
35.7 
46.4 

26.7 
13.3 
60.0 

13.8 
40.0 
46.2 

1/  E--expanded, R--reduced, S--same. 
2/  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 4--Caney Creek, 

5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 16--Responses regarding levels of expenditures for services listed, 
by study groups 

Expend-: 
i ture ^ ,. 
level-^; 

Generalists   ; Water 2/   : Watersheds   ; Respondents 
Services Flat- : 

. land 3/: 
Up-  : 

land 4/: 
Flat- : 
land 3/: 

Up-  : 
land 4/: 

Flat- : 
land 3/: 

Up-  : 
land 4/: 

Gener- : 
alists : 

Water 2/ 

Education     : E   : 
R   : 
S   : 

74.42 
0. 
25.58 

75.51 
0. 
24.49 

48.48 
3.03 

48.48 

Percent 
79.41   63.15 
2.94    1.32 

17.65   35.53 

77.11 
1.20 

21.69 

75.00 
0. 

25.00 

64.18 
2.99 

32.84 

Erosion and   : 
flood       : 
control     : 

E   : 
R   : 
S   : 

75.00 
0. 
25.00 

75.51 
0. 
24.49 

66.67 
0. 
33.33 

88.24 
0. 
11.76 

71.43 
0. 

28.57 

80.72 
0. 
19.28 

75.27 
0. 
24.73 

77.61 
0. 

22.39 

Farm program  : E   : 
R   : 
S   : 

18.18 
18.18 
63.64 

30.61 
16.33 
53.06 

15.15 
9.09 
75.76 

35.29 
11.76 
52.94 

16.88 
14.29 
68.83 

32.53 
14.46 
53.01 

24.73 
17.20 
58.06 

25.37 
10.45 
64.18 

Fire and      : 
police      : 

E   : 
R   : 
S   : 

70.45 
0. 
29.55 

83.67 
0. 
16.33 

57.58 
0. 

42.42 

61.76 
0. 
38.24 

74.94 
0. 
35.06 

74.70 
0. 

25.30 

77.42 
0. 
22.58 

59.70 
0. 

40.30 

Health        : E   : 
R   : 
S   : 

63.64 
2.27 

34.09 

77.55 
0. 
22.45 

60.61 
0. 
39.39 

76.47 
0. 
23.53 

62.34 
1.30 

36.36 

77.11 
0. 

22.89 

70.97 
1.08 

27.96 

68.66 
0. 
31.34 

Housing E   : 
R 
S 

68.18 
4.55 
27.27 

81.63 
2.04 
16.33 

51.52 
12.12 
36.36 

64.71 
2.94 

32.35 

61.04 
7.79 

31.17 

74.70 
2.41 

22.89 

75.27 
3.23 

21.51 

58.21 
7.46 

34.33 

Industry E 
R 
S 

79.55 
0. 
20.45 

79.59 
0. 
20.41 

51.52 
3.03 

45.45 

58.82 
5.88 

35.29 

67.53 
1.30 

31.17 

71.08 
2.41 

26.51 

79.57 
0. 

20.43 

55.22 
4.48 

40.30 

Pollution 
control 

E 
R 
S 

65.91 
4.55 
29.55 

71.43 
2.04 

26.53 

51.52 
3.03 

45.45 

85.29 
2.94 
11.76 

59.74 
3.90 

36.36 

77.11 
2.41 

20.48 

68.82 
3.23 

27.96 

68.66 
2.99 

28.36 

Recreation :   E 
:   R 
:   S 

77.23 
0. 

:  22.73 

81.63 
0. 
18.37 

51.52 
0. 

48.48 

88.24 
5.88 
5.88 

66.23 
0. 
33.77 

84.34 
2.41 

13.25 

79.57 
0. 

20.43 

70.15 
2.99 

26.87 

Roads and 
streets 

:   E 
:  R 
:   S 

:  93.18 
:   0. 
:   6.82 

95.92 
0. 
4.08 

93.94 
0. 
6.06 

91.18 
0. 
8.82 

93.51 
0. 
6.49 

93.98 
0. 
6.02 

94.62 
0. 
5.38 

92.54 
0. 
7.46 

Water and 
sewer 
systems 

:   E 
:   R 

S 

!  68.18 
:   0. 
:  31.82 

85.71 
0. 
14.29 

75.76 
0. 

24.24 

88.24 
2.94 
8.82 

71.43 
0. 
28.57 

86.75 
1.20 

12.05 

77.42 
0. 

22.58 

82.09 
1.49 
16.42 

Welfare :   E 
:   R 
:   S 

:  11.36 
:  50.00 
:  38.64 

26.53 
20.41 
53.06 

0. 
51.52 
48.48 

11.76 
44.12 
44.12 

6.49 
50.65 
42.86 

20.48 
30.12 
49.40 

19.35 
34.41 
46.24 

5.97 
47.76 
46.27 

1/   E--expanded, R--reduced, S--same. 
1/  Water resource people. 
3/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
4/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 17- -Responses regarding responsibility for services listed, by watersheds 
and for study area 

:Respon- 
: sibil- 
: ity 1/ 

Watershed 2/ 
Services 

"   1   : 2   : 3    ; 4 Í   5   : 6 ; 7 8    ; 
Study 
total 

Education :   P 
:  L 
:   S 
:  F 

25.9 
81.5 

•  81.5 
: 44.4 

18.8 
75.0 
56.2 
43.8 

0.0 
35.7 
71.4 
28.6 

8.0 
92.0 
56.0 
56.0 

Percent 
6.7 

66.7 
80.0 
66.7 

5.0 
65.0 
40.0 
20.0 

0.0 
92.9 
78.6 
46.4 

13.3 
100.0 
40.0 
60.0 

10.0 
78.8 
64:4 
45.6 

Erosion and 
flood 
control 

:  P 
:  L 
:  S 
:   F 

• 11.1 
40.7 

• 18.5 
92.6 

25.0 
25.0 
18.8 

100.0 

14.2 
14.2 
50.0 
78.6 

8.0 
48.0 
44.0 
96.0 

20.0 
40.0 
53.3 
93.3 

15.0 
25.0 
55.0 
80.0 

10.7 
35.7 
42.9 
100.0 

13.3 
46.7 
33.3 
93.3 

13.8 
35.6 
38.8 
92.5 

Farm program :  P 
L 
S 
F 

0.0 
7.4 

•  11.1 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.0 
7.1 
7.1 

92.9 

0.0 
4.0 
4.0 

100.0 

6.7 
13.3 
13.3 

100.0 

0.0 
5.0 
5.0 

10Ö.0 

0.0 
7.1 

17.9 
100.0 

6.7 
0.0 
6.7 

100.0 

1.2 
5.6 
8.8 

99.4 

Fire and 
police 

•   P 
L 

:   S 
F 

0.0 
92.6 
44.4 
33.3 

0.0 
100.0 
50.0 
6.2 

0.0 
92.9 
35.7 
0. 

0.0 
92.0 
32.0 
12.0 

6.7 
93.3 
46.7 
26.7 

0.0 
95.0 
45.0 
5.0 

0.0 
85.7 
50.0 
14.3 

0.0 
100.0 
33.3 
26.7 

.6 
93.1 
42.5 
16.2 

Health •   P 
L 
S 
F 

7.4 
55.6 
77.8 
55.6 

18.8 
37.5 
81.2 
37.5 

7.1 
50.0 
71.4 
35.7 

20.0 
60.0 
72.0 
56.0 

13.3 
73.3 
73.3 
80.0 

20.0 
25.0 
70.0 
45.0 

22.2 
48.2 
59.3 
77.8 

20.0 
53.3 
60.0 
66.7 

16.4 
50.3 
70.4 
57.9 

Housing P 
L 
S 
F 

44.4 
33.3 
25.9 
85.2 

62.5 
25.0 
25.0 
56.2 

57.1 
21.4 
14.3 
50.0 

76.0 
16.0 
28.0 
80.0 

53.3 
20.0 
33.3 
86.7 

55.0 
10.0 
30.0 
50,0 

85.2 
7.4 
7.4 

74.1 

80.0 
33.3 
20.0 
73.3 

64.8 
20.1 
22.6 
71.1 

Industry and 
tourism 

P 
L 
S 
F 

25.9 
70.4 
74.1 
25.9 

6.3 
75.0 
62.5 
18.8 

14.3 
57.1 
71.4 
0.0 

16.0 
80.0 
60.0 
16.0 

20.0 
73.3 
80.0 
46.7 

20.0 
60.0 
75.0 
20.0 

32.1 
75.0 
75.0 
25.0 

0.0 
80.0 
60.0 
26.7 

18.8 
71.9 
70.0 
22.5 

Pollution 
control 

P 
L 
S 
F 

18.5 
51.8 
59.3 
81.5 

12.5 
56.2 
62.5 
37.5 

0.0 
42.9 
57.1 
57.1 

24.0 
64.0 
60.0 
76.0 

20.0 
66.7 
53.3 
93.3 

10.5 
21.1 
31.6 
73.7 

32.1 
53.6 
67.9 
85.7 

26.7 
73.3 
40.0 
66.7 

19.5 
53.5 
55.4 
73.6 

Recreation P 
L 
S 
F 

22.2 
77.8 
51.8 
37,0 

6.2 
68.8 
68.8 
25.0 

7.1 
64.3 
57.1 
42.9 

8.0 
72.0 
80.0 
60.0 

26.7 
80.0 
66.7 
53.3 

20.0 
55.0 
65.0 
25.0 

35.7 
67.9 
78.6 
60.7 

13.3 
73.3 
46.7 
66.7 

19.4 
70.0 
65.6 
46.9 

Roads and 
streets 

P 
L 
S   : 
F 

3.7 
92.6 
66.7 
51.8 

6.2 
93.8 
75.0 
56.2 

0.0 
78.6 
92.9 
42.9 

0.0 
96.0 
76.0 
56.0 

6.7 
86.7 

100.0 
66.7 

0.0 
65.0 
80.0 
20.0 

0.0 
85.7 

100.0 
75.0 

0.0 
100.0 
86.7 
66.7 

1.9 
87.5 
82.5 
55.0 

Water and 
sewer 
systems 

P   • 
L   : 
S 
F   : 

3.7 
88.9 
25.9 
51.8 

6.2 
81.2 
25.9 
75.0 

0.0 
57.1 
42.9 
71.4 

0.0 
84.0 
32.0 
72.0 

6.7 
80.0 
53.3 
80.0 

5.0 
65.0 
25.0 
65.0 

3.6 
89.3 
60.7 
82.1 

6.7 
80.0 
20.0 
86.7 

3.8 
80.0 
36.2 
71.9 

Welfare       : P   : 
L   : 
S   : 
F   : 

0.0 
30.8 
61.4 
92.3 

0.0 
12.5 
75.0 
68.8 

0.0 
14.3 
50.0 
64.3 

0.0 
12.0 
68.0 
88.0 

6.7 
20.0 
73.3 
93.3 

0.0 
20.0 
60.0 
55.0 

3.7 
29.6 
63.0 
92.6 

0.0 
53.3 
60.0 
86.7 

1.3 
24.0 
63.9 
81.6 

y  P--private agencies, L--local governments, S--State, F--Federal.  2/ Numbers indicate: 
1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline 
Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 18--Responses regarding responsibility for services listed, by study groups 

Respon-: 
Sibil-: 

Generalists  : Water 2/  : Watersheds  : Respondents 

Services  : Fiat-  : Up-  : Flat-  : Up-   : Flat-  : Up-   : Gener- : Water 2/ 
ityi/i land 3/ : land 4/: land 3/ : land 4/: land 3/ : land 4/: alists : 

Percent 
Education     : P   : 15.91 8.16 12.12 2.94 14.29 6.02 11.83 7.46 

L  : 72.73 87.76 60.61 91.18 67.53 89.16 80.65 76.12 

S   : 72.73 67.35 51.52 61.76 63.64 65.06 69.89 56.72 

F  : 36.36 59.18 33.33 50.00 35.06 55.42 48.39 41.79 

Erosion and   : P   : 9.09 6.12 24.24 20.59 15.58 12.05 7.53 22.39 

flood       : L   : 31.82 38.78 24.24 47.06 28.57 42.17 35.48 35.82 

control     : S   : 27.27 42.86 42.42 44.12 33.77 43.37 35.48 43.28 

F   : 86.36 100.00 90.91 91.18 88.31 96.39 93.55 91.04 

Farm program  : P   : 0. 2.04 0. 2.94 0. 2.41 1.08 1.49 

L   : 6.82 10.20 3.03 0. 5.19 6.02 8.60 1.49 

S   : 4.55 16.33 9.09 2.94 6.49 10.84 10.75 5.97 

F   : 100.00 100.00 96.97 100.00 98.70 100.00 100.00 98.51 

Fire and      : P   : 0. 2.04 0. 0. - 0. 1.20 1.08 0. 

police      : L   : 93.18 89.80 96.97 94.12 94.81 91.57 91.40 95.52 

S   : 45.45 40.82 42.42 41.18 44.16 40.96 43.01 41.79 

F   : 18.18 22.45 9.09 11.76 14.29 18.07 20.43 10.45 

Health        : P   : 13.64 16.67 12.12 23.53 12.99 19.51 15.22 17.91 

L   : 38.64 62.50 48.48 50.00 42.86 57.32 51.09 49.25 

S   : 75.00 66.67 75.76 64.71 75.32 65.85 70.65 70.15 

F 50.00 70.83 39.39 67.65 45.45 69.51 60.87 53.73 

Housing       : P 47.73 72.92 60.61 81.82 53.25 76.54 60.87 71.21 

L 31.82 25.00 12.12 6.06 23.38 17.28 28.26 9.09 

S 29.55 18.75 18.18 24.24 24.68 20.99 23.91 21.21 

F 75.00 85.42 48.48 69.70 63.64 79.01 70.43 59.09 

Industry and P 20.45 20.41 15.15 17.65 18.18 19.28 20.43 16.42 

tourism L 70.45 81.63 60.61 70.59 66.23 77.11 76.34 65.67 

S 75.00 67.35 66.67 70.59 71.43 68.67 70.97 68.66 

F 22.77 24.49 12.12 29.41 18.18 26.51 23.66 20.90 

Pollution P 13.64 22.45 9.38 32.35 11.84 26.51 18.28 21.21 

control L 38.64 59.18 50.00 67.65 43.42 62.65 49.46 59.09 

S :  47.73 57.14 59.38 58.82 52.63 57.83 52.69 59.09 

F :  72.73 77.55 56.25 85.29 65.79 80.72 75.27 71.21 

Recreation :   P :  22.73 18.37 9.09 26.47 16.88 21.69 20.43 17.91 

:   L :  68.18 75.51 66.67 67.65 67.53 72.29 72.04 67.16 

:   S :  56.82 71.43 63.64 70.59 59.74 71.08 64.52 67.16 

:  F :  38.64 65.31 24.24 52.94 32.47 60.24 52.69 38.81 

Roads and :   P ':       2.27 2.04 3.03 0. 2.60 1.20 2.15 1.49 

streets :   L :  86.36 93.88 78.79 88.24 83.12 91.57 90.32 83.58 

:   S :  65.91 87.76 90.91 88.24 76.62 87.95 77.42 89.55 

:  F :  45.45 65.31 39.39 67.65 42.86 66.27 55.91 53.73 

Water and :   P ':       2.27 4.08 6.06 2.94 3.90 3.61 3.23 4.48 

sewer systems :   L :  79.55 83.67 69.70 85.29 75.32 84.34 81.72 77.61 

:   S :  22.73 38.78 36.36 50.00 28.57 43.37 31.18 43.28 

:   F :  65.91 79.59 60.61 79.41 63.64 79.52 73.12 70.15 

Welfare :   P :   0. 4.17 0. 0. 0. 2.44 2.20 0. 

:   L :  27.91 27.08 12.12 26.47 21.05 26.83 27.47 19.40 

:   S :  65.12 66.67 57.58 64.71 61.84 65.85 65.93 61.19 

:  F :  74.42 87.50 69.70 94.12 72.37 90.24 81.32 82.09 

1/  P--private agencies, L--local government, S--State, F--Federal. 2/  Water resource people. 
3/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou^ Buck Island Bayou, Canej^ S^Y^^'T,^!}^ South Tensas. 5/ Upland watersheds:  "    "  '  -,-..-..-     1- TT ^ T^  . T^ _ *. T,^    n       . 

West Hatchie Creek. 
Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 
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Appendix table 19--Summation and average ranking of water resource development categories, 
by watersheds and for study area 

Watershed - '     Study 
.  total Category 

1    : 2   : 3 :       4   : 5   : 6   : 7   : , 8 

Summation of rankings 

Channels 56.5 27.5 30.5 52.5 61.0 45.0 91.5 30.0 394.5 

Structures 137.0 69.5 60.0 92.5 52.0 69.5 108.5 47.0 636.0 

Treatment 99.0 45.5 58.0 114.0 49.0 59.5 137.5 60.5 623.0 

Reforestation 181.0 94.5 107.0 160.5 92.0 124.5 153.0 81.5 994.0 

Irrigation 166.0 94.0 95.0 137.5 107.0 137.0 190.0 124.0 1,050.5 

Water-based recreation 156.0 96.0 70.0 133.0 95.0 91.5 187.5 77.5 906.5 

Land-based recreation 161.0 90.5 83.0 144.0 86.0 104.5 192.0 83.5 944.5 

Water supply 121.0 93.0 61.0 132.0 40.0 116.0 63.0 81.5 707.5 

Pollution control 137.5 109.5 65.5 159.0 

Average 

93.0 

rankings 

152.5 137.0 89.5 943.5 

Channels 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.1 4.1 2.2 3.3 2.0 2.5 

Structures 5.1 4.3 4.3 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.9 3.1 4.0 

Treatment 3.7 2.8 4.1 4.6 3.3 3.0 4.9 4.0 3.9 

Reforestation 6.7 5.9 7.6 6.4 6.1 6.2 5.5 5.4 6.2 

Irrigation 6.2 5.9 6.8 5.5 7.1 6.9 6.8 8.3 6.6 

Water-based recreation 5.8 6.0 5.0 5.3 6.3 4.6 6.7 5.2 5.7 

Land-based recreation 6.0 5.7 5.9 5.8 5.7 5.2 6.9 5.6 5.9 

Water supply 4.5 5.8 4.4 5.3 2.7 5.8 2.2 5.4 4.4 

Pollution control 5.1 6.8 4.7 6.4 6.2 7.6 4.9 6.0 5.9 

1/  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3—Caney Bayou, 4--Caney Creek, 
5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 20--Summation and average ranking of water resource development categories, 
by study groups 

Generalists   : Water 1/   : Watersheds   • Respondents 

Category       : Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Flat- 
land 2/ 

:  Up-   : 
: land V: 

Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Gener- : 
alists : 

Water l/ 

Summation of rankings 

Channels             : 101 160.5 58.5 74.5 159.5 235 261.5 133 

Structures            : 221.5 205.5 114.5 94.5 336 300 427 209 

Treatment            : 164 238.5 98 122.5 262 361 402.5 220.5 

Reforestation         : 269.5 288.5 237.5 198.5 507 487 558 436 

Irrigation           : 276.5 334.5 215.5 224 492 558.5 611 439.5 

Water-based recreation • 234.5 268 179 225 413.5 493 502.5 404 

Land-based recreation 243 266.5 196 239 439 505.5 509.5 435 

Water supply 213 165.5 178 151 391 316.5 378.5 329 

Pollution control 257 277.5 208 201 

Average 

465 

rankings 

478.5 534.5 409 

Channels 2.30 3.28 1.77 2.19 2.07 2.83 2.81 1.99 

Structures 5.03 4.19 3.47 2.78 4.36 3.61 4.59 3.12 

Treatment 3.73 4.87 2.97 3.60 3.40 4.35 4.33 3.29 

Reforestation 6.13 5.89 7.20 5.84 6.58 5.87 6.00 6.51 

Irrigation :  6.28 6.83 6.53 6.59 6.39 6.73 6.57 6.56 

Water-based recreation :  5.33 5.47 5.42 6.62 5.37 5.94 5.40 6.03 

Land-based recreation :  5.52 5.44 5.94 7.03 5.70 6.09 5.48 6.49 

Water supply :  4.84 3.38 5.39 4.44 5.08 3.81 4.07 4.91 

Pollution control :  5.84 5.66 6.30 5.91 6.04 5.77 5.75 6.10 

ll  Water resource people. 
2/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix tahle 21--0verall ranking of water resource development categories, by flatland watersheds and for study area 

Watershed and 
group 1/ 

: Water resource development categories 
•Responses: Channels: Struc-: 

:        : tures ' : 
Land 

treatment 
: Reforest- 
:  tion 

:Irriga-: 
: tion  : 

Water   : 
recreation: 

Land   : 
recreation: 

Water : 
supply: 

Pollution 
control 

Number 

19       1 
8       1 

27       1 

- Ranking 

8 
7 
8 

Individual watersheds: 
1 Generalists 
1 Water people 

1 Both 

7 
2 
4 

2 
3 
2 

9 
9 
9 

5 
6 
6 

5 
8 
7 

3 
5 
3 

4 
4 
5 

2 Generalists 
2 Water people 

2 Both 

8       1 
8       1 

16       1 

3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

4 
8 
7 

7 
5 
6 

6 
7 
8 

5 
6 
4 

8 
4 
5 

9 
9 
9 

3 Generalists 
3 Water people 

3 Both 

4       1 
10       1 
14       1 

4 
3 
3 

5 
2 
2 

9 
9 
9 

7 
8 
8 

6 
4 
6 

8 
6 
7 

3 
5 
4 

2 
7 
5 

6 Generalists 
6 Water people 

6 Both 

13       1 
7       1 

20       X 

3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

7 
7 
7 

8 
8 
8 

4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 

9 
9 
9 

Flatland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people        : 

Both 

44       1 
33       1 
77       1 

4 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 

8 
9 
9 

9 
8 
8 

5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 

3 
4 
4 

7 
7 
7 

Study area: 
Generalists          : 
Water people 

Both 

93       1 
67       1 

160       1 

4 
2 
3 

3 
3 
2 

8 
8 
8 

9 
9 
9 

5 
5 
5 

6 
7 
7 

2 
4 
4 

7 
6 
6 

\l  Numbers indicate flatland watersheds:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2—Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, and 6--South Tensas. 



Appendix table 22--Overall ranking of water resource development categories, by upland watersheds and for study area 

C3^ 

Watershed and 
group ll :Responses: 

Water resource development cate gories 
Channels: Struc-: 

tures : 
Land 

treatment 
: Reforest- 
:   tion 

:Irriga-: 
: tion  : 

Water 
recreation 

:    Land   : 
: recreation: 

Water : 
supply: 

Pollution 
control 

Number 

16 
9 

25 

- Ranking 

8 
4 
6 

Individual watersheds: 
4 Generalists 
4 Water people 

4 Both 

1 
1 
1 

2 
3 
2 

6 
2 
3 

9 
5 
9 

3 
7 
5 

5 
9 
7 

4 
6 
4 

7 
8 
8 

5 Generalists 
5 Water people 

5 Both 

9 
6 

15 

3 
3 
4 

4 
1 
3 

2 
2 
2 

6 
8 
6 

9 
9 
9 

7 
6 
8 

5 
6 
5 

1 
3 
1 

8 
5 
7 

7 Generalists 
7 Water people 

7 Both 

15 
13 
28 

2 
1 
2 

4 
2 
3 

5 
4 
5 

6 
6 
6 

9 
7 
8 

7 
8 
7 

8 
8 
9 

1 
3 
1 

3 
5 
4 

8 Generalists 
8 Water people 

8 Both 

9 
6 

15 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 

7 
5 
5 

9 
9 
9 

6 
4 
4 

4 
7 
7 

4 
6 
5 

8 
7 
8 

Upland watersheds: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

49 
34 
83 

1 
1 
1 

3 
2 
2 

4 
3 
4 

8 
5 
6 

9 
7 
9 

6 
8 
7 

5 
9 
8 

2 
4 
3 

7 
6 
5 

Study area: 
Generalists 
Water people 

Both 

93 
67 

160 

1 
1 
1 

4 
2 
3 

3 
3 
2 

8 
8 
8 

9 
9 
9 

5 
5 
5 

6 
7 
7 

2 
4 
4 

7 
6 
6 

1^/ Numbers indicate upland watersheds: 
8--West Hatchie Creek. 

4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 



Appendix table 23--Responses regarding strong points of individual watershed projects and the Small 
Watershed Program, by watersheds and for study area 

Strong points Watersheds — Study 
total 

Individual watershed 
project 

Drainage 

Flood control 

Improved health 

Increased income 

Means to aid small 
farmers 

Reclamation 

Recreation 

Erosion control 

Water supply 

Small Watershed Program: 

Community 

Drainage 

Efficiency 

Flood control 

Permits group action 

Improved health 

Means to aid small 
farmers 

Reclamation 

Erosion control 

Water supply 

25 

1 

16 12 10 

23 

Responses 

14 

20 3 

26 

15 

1 

1 

10 

14 

96 

78 

1 

1 

5 

26 

5 

7 

1 

13 

1 

12 

4 

1 

3 

3 

5 

2 

\f  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 4--Caney Creek, 
5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 24--Responses regarding strong points of individual watershed projects and the 
Small Watershed Program, by study groups 

Generalists   : Water -'    :   Watersheds    : Respondents 
Strong points 

Flat-  :  Up-   : Flat-  :  Up-   : Flat- : Up-   : ^^^^^" • Water 1/ 
land 2/: land 3/: land 2/: land 3/: land 2/: land 3/: alists : ^   - 

Responses 

Individual watershed   : 
projects:           : 

Drainage           : 43      11 30      11      73 22 54      41 

Flood control       : 43 1      33       1 76 43      34 

Improved health     : 1 1 1 

Increased income 

Means to aid small 
farmers 

Reclamation 

Recreation 

Erosion control 

Water supply 

Small Watershed Program: 

Community 

Drainage 

Efficiency 

Flood control 

Permits group action 

Improved health 

Means to aid small 
farmers 

Reclamation 

Erosion control 

Water supply 

1 1 1 

2 1 1 2 3 3 2 

16 10 26 16 10 

4 1 5 4 1 

5 2 7 5 2 

6 13 

1 1 

10 12 

3 1 3 1 

1 1 

1 2 1 2 

1 2 1 2 

2 5 

2 2 

1 

6 

1 

10 

4 

1 

1/ Water resource people. 
2/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 25--Responses regarding weak points of individual watershed projects and the Small 
Watershed Program, by watersheds and for study area 

Weak points Watersheds -' :  Study 
:   1   : 2 3 :   4   :   5 =   6 :   7 :   8 :  total 

Responses 

Individual watershed 
project: 

Access limited 2       5 3 10 

Bridges not 
enlarged :   2 2 1 5 

Cooperation needed :  1 1 

Design poor 3 1 1 5 

Erosion :   1 3 1 5 

Few farmers worse 
off 1       1 1 3 

Main channel out- 
let needed 2 2 

Incidence of costs 
and benefits 1 1 

More local say in 
planning 1 1 

Laterals not im- 
proved 1 2 1 1 1 2 8 

Maintenance 
inadequate 4 7 7 10 2 1 31 

Overfall pipes 
needed 5 1 1 7 

Project too small 1 2       3 10 1 17 

Slow 3 3 1 1 8 

Taxes high 1 1 

Unsightly spoil   : 
banks           : 1 1 

Weirs needed      : 2 1 3 

Wildlife effects   : 1 2 3 

Small Watershed     : 
Program:        : 

Access limited    : 1 1 

Cooperation lacking: 1 1 2 

Design poor       : 1 1 

Maintenance       : 
inadequate      : 1 1 2 

Slow             : 1 4 2 7 

Project too small  : 2 2 

1/ Numbers indicate: 1--Beaver Dam Ba you, 2- -Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 4 --Caney Creek, 
5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 26--Responses regarding weak points of individual watershed projects and the 
Small Watershed Program, by study groups 

Weak points 
Generalists  : Water 1/ Watersheds  : Respondents 

Flat-  :  Up-   : 
land 2/: land 3/: 

Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up- 
land 11' 

Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up.   : 
land 3/: 

Gener- 
alists 

; Water 1/ 

Individual watershed 
Responses 

projects: 

Access limited 7 3 10 7 3 

Bridges not enlarged 3      1 1 4 1 4 1 

Cooperation needed 1 1 1 

Design poor 1 3 1 4 1 1 4 

Erosion 1 4 1 4 5 

Few farmers worse off 3 3 3 

Main channel outlet 
needed 1 1 2 1 1 

Incidence of costs 
and benefits 1 1 1 

More local say in 
planning 1 1 1 

Laterals not improved 2      4 2 1 4 5 6 3 

Maintenance 
inadequate 11       3 10 7 21 10 14 17 

Overfall pipes needed 1 5 1 6 1 1 6 

Project too small 1       7 9 1 16 8 9 

Slow 2 5 1 7 1 2 6 

Taxes high 1 1 1 

Unsightly spoil banks 1 1 1 

Weirs needed 1 2 3 1 2 

Wildlife effects 2 1 3 2 1 

Multipurpose struc- 
tures 4 2 6 4 2 

Small Watershed Program: 

Access limited :           1 1 1 

Cooperation lacking 1 1 1 1 1 

Design poor :   1 1 1 

Maintenance in- 
adequate :   1 1 1 1 1 1 

Slow :    1       2 4 5 2 3 4 

Project too small 2 2 2 

V Water resource people. 2f  Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney 
Bayou, and South Tensas. V  Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork 
Point Remove Creek, and West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 27—Suggested changes in the Small Watershed Program, by watersheds and for study area 

Watersheds - : Study 
Suggested changes 

:   1 :   2 :   3 :  4   :  5 :   6 :   7 :  8 
- total 

Responses 

Assure public access 4 1 5 

Build structure to 
capacity 4 3 7 

Better intra-SCS 
cooperation 1 1 

Engineering improvement 1 1 2 4 

Federal supervision of 
maintenance 1 1 2 

Increased cost-sharing 
in bridges 1 1 

Involve local more 
in planning 2 1 1 4 

Overfall pipes 1 1 

Program criteria same 
as Corps 1 1 2 

Provide adequate roads 1 1 

Emphasize other water 
uses               : 1       1 5 7 

Reduce time lag        : 3 5 1 3 2 14 

Install weirs         : 1 2 3 

Include wildlife areas  : 1 1 2 

1/  Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2—Buck Island Bayou, 3—Caney Bayou, 4—Caney Creek, 
5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 28--Suggested changes in the Small Watershed Program, by study groups 

Suggested changes 
Generalists   ' Water - '         Watersheds   : Respondents 

Flat-  :  Up-   : 
land 2/: land 3/: 

Flat-  :  Up- 
land 2/: land 

: Flat-  : 
3/: land 2/: 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Gener- 
alists 

; Water 1/ 

Responses 

Assure public access 2 3 5 2 3 

Build structure to 
capacity           : 4 3 7 4 3 

Better intra-SCS      : 
cooperation        : 1 1 1 

Engineering          : 
improvement 1 2       1 2 2 1 3 

Federal supervision 
maintenance 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Increased cost-sharing 
in bridges 1 1 1 

Involve local more 
in planning 1       2 1 2 2 3 1 

Overfall pipes 1 1 1 

Program criteria 
same as Corps 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Provide adequate roadß 1 1 1 

Emphasize other water 
uses 4 3 7 4 3 

Reduce time lag :   2       2 6       4 8 6 4 10 

Install weirs :   1 2 3 1 2 

Include wildlife areas :   1 1 2 1 1 

1/  Water resource people. 
2/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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Appendix table 29--Yes or no responses to statements listed, by watersheds and 
for study area 

Statement Response 
Watersheds — Study 

total 
:  1  : 2  : 3 :  4 :  5 :  6 :  7  : 8  : 

Responses 

Would seek 
watershed :   Y !  26 16 13 25 15 19 26 16 156 

:   N :   1 -- 1 -- -- 1 -- -- 3 

Community would 
support project :    Y :  27 15 13 25 14 16 25 16 151 

:   N : 1 1 -- 1 2 -- -- 5 

Wise use of funds Y 
N 

26 
1 

16 14 25 15 20 26 15 
1 

157 
2 

Funds used for cor- 
rect purpose(s) Y 

N 
27 16 14 25 15 20 26 16 159 

Was there a better 
way Y 3 2 -- 1 1 1 1 -- 9 

N     : 23 14 14 24 14 19 24 16 148 

Bond issue        : 3 2 1 6 

Channels only     : 1 1 

Larger farm ponds  : 1 1 

Reservoirs only   : 1 1 

Expenditure level y 
Local cost        : G G L L S s 

JL/ Numbers indicate:  1--Beaver Dam Bayou, 2--Buck Island Bayou, 3--Caney Bayou, 
4--Caney Creek, 5--Fourche Maline Creek, 6--South Tensas, 7--West Fork Point Remove 
Creek, 8--West Hatchie Creek. 

11  G—greater, L--less, S--same. 
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Appendix table 30--Yes or no responses to statements listed, by study groups 

Response 

Generalists   ^ Water 1/ Watersheds   . Respon 

Gener-: 
alists: 

dents 

Statement Flat- 
land 2/i 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Flat- 
land 2/i 

Up- 
land 11' 

Flat-  : 
land 2/: 

Up-   : 
land 3/: 

Water 1/ 

Res ;ponses 

Would seek 
watershed Y 

N 
42 
2 

47 
0 

32 
1 

34 
0 

74 
3 

81 
0 

89 
2 

66 
1 

Community would 
support project Y 

N 
40 
3 

46 
0 

31 
1 

33 
1 

71 
4 

79 
1 

86 
3 

64 
2 

Wise use of funds Y 
N 

43 
1 

47 
0 

33 
0 

33 
1 

76 
1 

80 
1 

90 
1 

66 
1 

Funds used for 
correct pur- 
pose(s) Y 

N 
44 
0 

47 
0 

33 
0 

34 
0 

11 
0 

81 
0 

91 
0 

67 
0 

Was there a 
better way Y 

N 
5 

38 
3 

43 
1 

32 
0 

34 
6 

70 
3 

77 
8 

81 
1 

66 

Bond issue 5 0 1 0 6 0 5 1 

Channels only 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Larger farm ponds 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Reservoirs only 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Local cost: 
More 
Less 
Same 

4 
0 
0 

2 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

4 
0 
1 

2 
1 
0 

6 
1 
0 

0 
0 
1 

1/  Water resource people. 
2/ Flatland watersheds:  Beaver Dam Bayou, Buck Island Bayou, Caney Bayou, and South Tensas. 
3/ Upland watersheds:  Caney Creek, Fourche Maline Creek, West Fork Point Remove Creek, and 

West Hatchie Creek. 
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